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ABSTRACT 
 The relationship between perceived competence levels of student affairs 
professionals and their level of job satisfaction is the central question in this study. The 
study explores this question through utilizing a non-experimental survey design. 
Participants in the study include student affairs professionals from participating 
institutions. The study utilizes an instrument combining the Job Satisfaction Survey 
developed by Spector (1985) and an adjusted version of National Survey of Student 
Affairs Professionals developed by Sriram (2014). The study examines the relationship 
between perceived assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational 
and human resources competence and overall job satisfaction. The study found a 
correlation between perceived leadership competence and satisfaction. The study also 
found a correlation between perceived organizational and human resources competence 
and satisfaction. The results of the study can be used to aid in the development of student 
affairs preparatory graduate programs and professional development plans. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The relationship between perceived competence levels of student affairs 
professionals and their level of job satisfaction is the central question in this study. The 
introduction section will explain the rationale for the development of the study as well as 
provide an overview of the known and unknown information as it relates to the study. 
The core categories of information, as it relates to the purpose of the study, are 
information related to the competence and the job satisfaction of student affairs 
professionals. In addition to providing an overview for what is known and what is 
unknown, the introductory section will also provide a general overview of the 
information discussed in more detail in the following sections. 
The framework of professional expectations among student affairs professionals 
has long been a part of the lexicon within student affairs. Student affairs professionals are 
responsible for supporting the academic mission of an institution through providing 
services, programs, and experiences outside of the classroom (Dalton & Crosby, 2011; 
Porterfield, Roper, & Whitt, 2011; Sandeen, 2011). Professional values, or competencies, 
in one way or another were used to describe the profession and establish a path for the 
continual advancement of student affairs since the American Council on Education 
(ACE) first published The Student Personnel Point of View in 1937 (ACE, 1937). ACE 
described student affairs professionals as “a new type of educational officer to take over 
the more intimate responsibilities which faculty members had originally included among 
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their duties” (1937, p. 1). The Student Personnel Point of View (1937) described a diverse 
portfolio for the ‘new type of educational officer’ including student discipline, physical 
health, social activities, and more. ACE (1937) identified and articulated the need to 
advance our understanding of the college student experience through speaking to a desire 
for continual improvements in student affairs as a profession and a desire to view the 
student experience as a holistic concept. 
The use of guiding documents has been present within the student affairs 
profession from 1937 to the present day. Two organizations, the American College 
Personnel Association (ACPA) and the National Association of Student Personnel 
Administrators (NASPA), worked together to identify core competencies needed of all 
student affairs professionals and described the competencies as a way to “define the 
broad professional knowledge, skills, and in some cases, attitudes expected of student 
affairs professionals” (p. 3, 2010). ACPA and NASPA initially published professional 
competency areas for student affairs professionals in 2010. An updated set of competency 
areas for student affairs professionals was published in August of 2015 (ACPA & 
NASPA, 2015). Researchers, including Herdlein (2004) and Sriram (2014), indicated that 
further research is needed to determine the attainment level of competency areas and how 
competence relates to success within student affairs. 
Research focused on competencies and the satisfaction of student affairs 
professionals is reviewed in detail in Chapter II. This study focused on three of the ten 
competencies identified by ACPA and NASPA. The three selected competencies were 
assessment, evaluation, and research (AER); leadership (LEAD); and organizational and 
human resources (OHR). The three selected competency areas were identified by ACPA 
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and NASPA (2015) as being interconnected competency areas. Other researchers, 
including Kuk, Cobb, and Forrest (2007) and Tyrell (2014) identified assessment, 
evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational and human resources as 
competency areas within student affairs.  
ACPA and NASPA (2015) described the connection between the competencies as 
one of mutual development. As an individual develops competence in one area, the 
individual develops competence in other areas as well. And conversely, if an individual 
does not develop competence in an area they are unable to master the other competency 
areas. ACPA and NASPA (2015) identified the competency levels as foundational, 
intermediate, and advanced. The interdependence of the competency areas increased with 
level of competence of an individual. A visual representation of the interconnection of the 
selected competencies is shown in Figure 1. 
Figure 1. Relationship Between Competency Areas (ACPA & NASPA, 2015) 
         Foundational Stage           Intermediate Stage              Advanced Stage 
 
The competencies become increasingly connected in the intermediate and 
advanced stages of the ACPA and NASPA model. The connection in the intermediate 
stage included connections between assessment, evaluation, and research and 
organizational and human resources competency areas and between organizational and 
human resources and leadership competency areas. The connection in the advanced stage 
includes connections between the assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and 
organizational and human resources competency areas. The three selected competency 
AER 
(1)
LEAD 
(2)
OHR 
(3)
1 3 2 1 3 2
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areas all connected to the other seven competency areas in the advanced stage as all the 
competency areas are interconnected at the advanced stage (ACPA & NASPA, 2015).  
The three selected competency areas were identified as competency areas that 
student affairs professionals need to possess to successfully advance within their careers. 
Saunders and Cooper (1999) surveyed chief student affairs officers and found that chief 
student affairs officers identified personnel management, leadership, understanding how 
the organization functions, communication, and working with students as the most 
important skills a new doctoral graduate aspiring for a mid-level student affairs position 
should possess. Mather, Bryan, and Faulkner (2009) recommended that institutions 
provide an increased level of attention to the orientation of mid-level professionals in the 
areas of “fiscal management systems and strategies, technology, personnel management 
processes, assessment strategies, and other skills that accompany the particular position” 
(p. 250). The literature identified a number of opportunities for advancement within the 
field of student affairs. 
Research identified assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and 
organizational and human resources as vital competency areas for the future. Specifically, 
Herdlein, Riefler, and Mrowka (2013) found a shift in student affairs competencies away 
from counseling and towards assessment, management, and supervision. In other words, 
student affairs as a profession has transitioned to an administrative and data driven focus 
and away from a counseling/interpersonal perspective (Herdlein et al., 2013). The shift 
represents a development within the student affairs profession. In summary, the literature 
indicated the three selected competency areas were established competency concepts, 
were currently identified by ACPA and NASPA as competencies, were identified as 
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being interconnected by ACPA and NASPA, were related to the advancement of student 
affairs professionals, and were becoming increasingly important within the field of 
student affairs. The following section transitions from a review of the competencies to a 
discussion on the methods used to measure competence. 
Researchers have measured self-reported, or perceived, competence levels of 
student affairs professionals. A survey instrument was designed by Rishi Sriram in 2014 
for measuring perceived competence levels and was named the National Survey of 
Student Affairs Professionals (NSSAP). Another instrument for measuring perceived 
competence levels was developed by Muller, Grabsch and Moore (2017). The NSSAP 
developed a method of measuring competency levels among student affairs professionals. 
The NSSAP included the competency areas developed by ACPA and NASPA in 2010 
and several competency areas identified by Sriram (2014) in the literature. More 
specifically, the instrument measured the perceived competence levels of student affairs 
professionals. Each competency area included multiple items that were averaged to create 
an overarching construct. Sriram (2014) indicated that the NSSAP measured perceived 
competence levels because of concerns regarding the ability of individuals to report their 
level of competence accurately. The survey used by Muller et al. (2017) consisted of an 
item for each competency area. Participants were asked to rate their competence level in 
each of the ACPA and NASPA competency areas on a five-point scale based on the 
competencies definition. Muller et al. (2017) indicated that future research should 
consider developing a more robust measurement for the competency areas. This study 
utilized a modified version of the survey developed by Sriram (2014) due to the more 
robust competency measures. 
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In developing the NSSAP, Sriram (2014) administered the instrument to student 
affairs professionals that worked at nine institutions. The criteria used to select the 
institutions included each institution being a research institution and having a graduate 
program in higher education or student affairs. Sriram (2014) indicated that these criteria 
were used in part “based on the premise that those institutions would most likely seek to 
hire entry-level professionals with masters degrees in a related field and that those 
institutions would offer a culture that promoted competency development” (p. 354). 
Additionally, Sriram (2014) noted that design was used previously, specifically by 
Herdlein (2004). The nine selected institutions represented both public and private 
institutions and a few regions within the United States. As far as this researcher is aware, 
the NSSAP is the only peer reviewed and published survey designed specifically for 
measuring perceived competence levels of student affairs professionals and utilizing 
multiple items for each competency area.  
A review of satisfaction research indicated that turnover and satisfaction of 
student affairs professionals is a concern within the field of student affairs. Rosser and 
Javinar (2003) found that turnover within student affairs was an identified concern of 
mid-level student affairs professionals. The research indicated that entry-level and new 
professionals within student affairs reported high levels of dissatisfaction (Renn & 
Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 2014). The literature indicated that a large 
number of student affairs professionals leave the profession due to dissatisfaction; 
approximately half of student affairs professionals leave the field within five years of 
entry (Lorden, 1998; Tull, 2006).  
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Researchers have measured levels of job satisfaction through a variety of 
methods. Paul Spector (1985) developed and published the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS). 
The JSS was developed as Spector (1985) found human services employees differ from 
other groups of employees. The JSS was developed partially on the findings of Wiggins 
and Moody (1983). Wiggins and Moody (1983) found that performance influenced job 
satisfaction. The JSS measured job satisfaction levels of subjects in nine distinct areas as 
well as overall job satisfaction. The intended subjects of the JSS are individuals within 
human services, public, and non-profit organizations. Spector (1985) found a significant 
correlation between turnover and overall job satisfaction and a consistently found a 
significant correlation between the job satisfaction subscales and turnover. Using the JSS, 
Côté and Morgan (2002) found that decreased levels of satisfaction resulted in increased 
levels of intent to leave the positions. Rosser and Javinar (2003) also indicated that intent 
to leave was a predictor of turnover. For these reasons, the JSS is a suitable for use within 
student affairs and for this study.  
The literature discussed the competence of student affairs professionals and the 
level of job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. However, research has not 
examined the relationship between satisfaction and perceived competence of student 
affairs professionals. This study was designed to test the relationship between specific 
competencies and job satisfaction. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of the study was to test the relationship between perceived 
competency levels of student affairs professionals and job satisfaction; more specifically, 
to determine if there was a positive linear correlation between perceived competence 
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levels and levels of job satisfaction. Young and Janosik (2007) suggested examining the 
expectations of student affairs professionals through a lens of what they were expected to 
know as opposed to what they know. The ACPA and NASPA (2015) competencies 
established what student affairs professionals were expected to know. The JSS, 
developed by Spector (1985), was used to measure job satisfaction in this study. The 
NSSAP, developed by Sriram (2014), was used to measure perceived professional 
competence in this study. As previously discussed, of the published competency 
instruments based on the ACPA and NASPA competencies, the NSSAP is the most 
comprehensive. The study tested the relationship between perceived competence and 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals as the chosen competency survey is 
designed to measure perceived competency levels. Understanding the relationship 
between competence and satisfaction will increase the understanding of student affairs 
professionals. Moreover, the information could be used to help guide preparatory and 
professional development programs, hiring practices, and mentorship efforts within the 
field. 
Research Questions 
Six research questions were identified for this study. Each question focuses on 
examining an aspect of perceived professional competence or satisfaction among student 
affairs professionals. The research questions are as follows: 
Question One 
What is the perceived competence level among student affairs professionals in the 
assessment, evaluation, and research (AER); leadership (LEAD); and organizational and 
human resources (OHR) competency areas? 
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Question Two 
What is the level of job satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
Question Three 
 How do the perceived competence levels and level of job satisfaction among 
student affairs professionals compare based on years of experience? 
Question Four 
Is there a linear relationship between perceived AER competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
Question Five 
Is there a linear relationship between perceived LEAD competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
Question Six 
Is there a linear relationship between perceived OHR competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
Conceptual Framework 
The framework for this study combines two existing frameworks: student affairs 
competencies and job satisfaction. The ACPA and NASPA competencies were identified 
as the student affairs competencies that will be utilized for this study. The ACPA and 
NASPA competencies were identified because they were developed by two of the most 
established and influential organizations within higher education, as well as their 
designed purpose. ACPA and NASPA (2010) charged the Joint Task Force on 
Professional Competencies and Standards to review literature and research related to 
competency areas within student affairs and identify a common set of competencies. The 
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ACPA and NASPA competencies were designed to apply to all professionals within 
student affairs, regardless of experience, education level, or position level. In 2014, 
ACPA and NASPA charged the Professional Competencies Task Force with reviewing 
and providing suggestions to updating the Professional Competency Areas for Student 
Affairs Practitioners (ACPA & NASPA, 2015).  
For this study, job satisfaction was defined by Spector’s (1985) JSS. The JSS was 
used by researchers for a variety of purposes including higher education (Barrett, 
Gillentine, Lamberth, & Daughtrey, 2002; Parmer & East, 1993). To the best of this 
researcher’s knowledge, the JSS has not been used in connection with perceived 
competency levels among student affairs professionals and no research has directly 
explored the relationship between perceived competence levels and job satisfaction. This 
study aimed to identify the relationship between perceived competence levels and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals.  
Spector (1985) developed the JSS, in part, because of what he identified as a lack 
of job satisfaction research done in human services. He described a large body of 
research but identified a limited scope of work focused on human services professions 
and articulated his concern that established job satisfaction instruments were not suited 
for use in the human services area (Spector, 1985). Spector (1985) specifically expressed 
this concern in his discussion of the Job Descriptive Index and Minnesota Satisfaction 
Questionnaire. He developed the JSS intentionally to have an instrument that provided 
specific information on types of job satisfaction, as well as an overall indication of 
satisfaction (Spector, 1985). 
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This study is based on the examining the concept of job satisfaction among 
student affairs professionals. Spector (1985) indicated that he wrote the JSS because of 
the evidence indicating a connection between satisfaction and performance in human 
services. The ACPA and NASPA competencies identify a base level of expectations for 
all student affairs professionals. Wiggins and Moody (1983) found satisfaction was tied 
to employee performance. Lawing, Moore, and Groseth (1982) wrote “some logical 
relationship exist between one’s tendency to remain in student affairs and variables 
thought to influence career stability. Job satisfaction, number of years, and number of 
positions held in the field tend to influence a person to remain in the field” (p. 24). 
Spector (1985) found that satisfaction was tied to employee attrition. Job satisfaction was 
coupled with the competence levels to more fully understand student affairs 
professionals. The study will provide a greater understanding on the impacts of 
competence levels among individuals working within student affairs.  
Definition of Terms 
Competence. Competence is defined as the level of performance, knowledge, or attitude 
at which it is required for a student affairs professional to be successful within the current 
and future student affairs profession (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). 
Competencies. For the purpose of this study, the term competencies is defined as 
“essential knowledge, skills, and dispositions expected of all student affairs educators, 
regardless of functional area or specialization within the field” (ACPA & NASPA, 2015, 
p. 7). 
Job Satisfaction. As defined by Spector (1985), job satisfaction is “an affective or 
attitudinal reaction to a job” (p. 694). 
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Professional. The term professional is used to describe any individual who works within 
a student affairs division, or an equivalent division, and is not primarily a graduate 
student, in an administrative support position, or in an auxiliary services position. 
Administrative support and auxiliary services positions were excluded as they were not 
included in the development of the NSSAP and likely have a different set of 
competencies based on their specific position. Graduate students were excluded as the 
purpose of the study is targeted at full-time student affairs professionals.  
National organization. For the purposes of this study, the term national organization 
refers to any membership organization that the participants within the study identify as 
national membership organizations affiliated with student affairs.  
New professional. The term new professional is used to describe a professional that has 
worked in student affairs for five or fewer years. Other scholars, including Henning, 
Cilente, Kennedy, and Sloan (2011), Lee and Helm (2013) and Mather, Smith, and 
Skipper (2010), defined new professionals as having five or fewer years of experience. 
This definition is also used to describe entry-level professionals. Waple (2006) defined 
entry-level professionals as individuals who held their current position for less than five 
years. 
Mid-level professional. For the purpose of this study, the term mid-level student affairs 
professional is used to describe a professional that often supervises entry-level student 
affairs professionals and/or reports to a senior level student affairs professional. Further, 
mid-level student affairs professionals have elevated job requirements as compared to 
entry-level student affairs professionals and typically have a director or an assistant or 
associate director title (Mather et al., 2009). 
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Significance 
 The purpose of the study was to test the potential intersection between satisfaction 
and perceived competence levels of student affairs professionals. Reynolds (2011) wrote 
that an enhanced understanding of competencies aids professional development and 
preparatory programs. As previously described, research has identified the level of 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals as a point of concern. The JSS found a 
relationship between satisfaction levels and turnover (Spector, 1985). Research on 
competence levels among student affairs professionals identified several areas where 
student affairs professionals may lack the expected level of competence. This study 
explored the potential intersection between satisfaction and perceived competence levels 
of student affairs professionals.  
The findings of this study further the understanding of job satisfaction and 
competence among student affairs professionals. Additionally, the findings identify the 
impact of perceived competence on job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. 
The literature review discusses identified areas for growth within student affairs, 
specifically supervision, mentorship, professional development, and preparatory 
programs. This is significant as the selected competency areas are identified as the focus 
of the student affairs profession (Herdlein et al., 2013). The findings of this study further 
the understanding of the impact of perceived competence in assessment, evaluation, and 
research; leadership; and organizational and human resources. An increased 
understanding of job satisfaction and competence among student affairs professionals 
informs professional practice in a variety of ways, including supervision, mentorship, 
professional development, and preparatory programs for student affairs professionals.  
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Overview of Research Methods 
Two independent surveys, the JSS and the NSSAP, were combined for the 
instrument in this study. The survey was designed to measure perceived competence and 
job satisfaction levels of student affairs professionals. The JSS has remained intact and 
the NSSAP was modified based on the specific competencies related to the research 
questions. Both surveys were developed, tested, and validated prior to use in this study 
(Spector, 1985; Sriram, 2014). A linear regression analysis was used to test the 
relationship between specific competency areas and job satisfaction. The results of the 
study were evaluated to determine if a significant linear relationship exists between 
specific competency areas and the level of job satisfaction among student affairs 
professionals.  
Delimitations 
The study has delimitations to provide focus. The delimitations include only using 
full-time student affairs professionals who were working at a non-profit, four-year 
institution within a specific geographic area. This delimitation was selected by the 
researcher to focus the study on the intended research questions and to attempt to control 
for the scope of the study.  
The experience and perceived competence level of student affairs professionals 
was central to the purpose of the study. As such, the study was delimitated to exclude 
individuals who do not identify as full-time student affairs professionals. This includes 
excluding employees who were in graduate assistantships, administrative support 
positions, and employed in positions outside of student affairs or an equivalent division.  
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The study was limited to a specific geographic region and the participating non-
profit, four-year institutions in the region. The selected region for the study was located 
within the Midwest. The region was selected because of the variety of institution types 
and sizes present within the region. The study was further delimited to the institutions in 
the selected region that have agreed to participate in the study. The researcher requested 
all non-profit, four-year colleges and universities within the selected region to participate 
in the study. Two institutions were selected to serve in a pilot study. These two 
institutions were not asked to participate in the primary study. The researcher elected not 
to request participation from two-year colleges and for-profit institutions within the 
selected region. This decision was made to limit the number of variables involved with 
the analysis of the central questions, such as institution type. Further, Hornak, Ozaki, and 
Lunceford (2016) found that entry and mid-level community college professionals often 
did not identify student affairs as a career field and did not use language often attributed 
to the student affairs profession. 
Limitations 
The limitations of the study were created by the delimitations made to answer the 
core research questions that the study is designed to explore. A limitation identified with 
this study was the generalizability of the results. The generalizability of the results was a 
concern because the study drew a sample from a specific geographic region of the 
country and does not include student affairs professionals from two-year colleges and for-
profit institutions. The decision to limit the type of institutions in this study limits the 
generalizability of the study because it limits the representative nature of the sample. 
Generalizing any study can be difficult. The generalization of this study is further limited 
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by the decision of the researcher to select subjects based on their employment within 
student affairs, or equivalent, division from a non-profit four-year institution located 
within the selected geographic region. By selecting a region, the study was not 
considering any variation that may occur across regions.  
Measuring perceived competence levels may accurately reflect the perceived level 
of competence, but not the actual level of competence. In a study of student affairs 
professionals with less than three years of professional experience, Cuyjet, Longwell-
Grice, and Molina (2009) found in four of the five competency areas they studied that 
individuals scored themselves as having a higher level of competence than the level 
reported for them by their supervisors. The decision to measure the perceived 
competence level of student affairs professionals was made to be consistent with the 
adapted instrument, the research questions, and to maintain the feasibility of the study. 
Summary 
This chapter was an overview of the purpose, design, and reasoning for the study. 
The study tests the relationship between perceived competence levels of student affairs 
professionals and their level of job satisfaction. The study furthers our understanding of 
the perceived competence level of student affairs professionals, reported levels of job 
satisfaction, and the relationship between satisfaction and competence. The following 
chapters will elaborate on the information provided throughout this introduction.  
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The review of literature within this chapter focuses primarily on two topics; 
research related to competencies within student affairs professionals and research related 
to job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. The competency portion of the 
review contains information from the ACPA and NASPA competencies, related research, 
and scholarship that focused on student affairs competencies outside of the ACPA and 
NASPA competency framework. The job satisfaction information primarily focuses on 
student affairs professionals. The discussion on job satisfaction also contains a review of 
literature with connections to the JSS. Prior to transitioning into the review of satisfaction 
and competency literature an overview of literature regarding student affairs as a 
profession is provided. 
Student Affairs as a Profession 
Frameworks, such as the characteristics of a profession, are used to simplify 
complex concepts. Scholars have long developed frameworks to describe higher 
education and, specifically for this study, student affairs. Frameworks describe elements 
of institutions as tangible as their size and as abstract as their culture (Birnbaum, 1988; 
Bolman & Deal, 2008). The frameworks describe how to operate within student affairs 
(Blimling, 2001) and what abilities were required of those who work within student 
affairs (ACE, 1937; ACE, 1949; ACPA & NASPA, 2010; ACPA & NASPA, 2015). 
These interconnected frameworks have evolved as higher education and student affairs 
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have matured. The Student Personnel Point of View (ACE, 1937) is viewed as the 
establishment of student affairs as a formal profession. The document called for the 
creation of national organizations to aid in the development and education of student 
affairs professionals, called for the composition of guides for specific student affairs 
functions, and laid out expectations for those working within the field of student affairs. 
The document laid the path for the creation of a shared set of competencies. 
Foundations of the Profession 
Student affairs as a profession, in the strictest view of the term profession, can be 
debated and was debated. A portion of the debate was published by Carpenter and 
Stimpson (2007) when they explored the topic of whether or not student affairs is a 
profession, “is student affairs a profession? For all practical purposes, yes” (Carpenter & 
Stimpson, 2007, p. 270). The maturation of student affairs, as described through various 
frameworks, has contributed to the continued evolution of student affairs as a profession.  
A profession is defined by an existence of a professional community, a generally 
agreed upon set of criteria for preparation, and intentional continuing education 
(Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007). Carpenter (2001) described student affairs as a 
developing profession that is finding its purpose and value within higher education. 
Examples of the evolution of student affairs include the title of the chief student affairs 
officer and the set of expectations that guide the profession. The chief student affairs 
officer at an institution is the individual responsible for the leadership, oversight, and 
direction of the division. Tull and Freeman (2008) found that the most common title for a 
chief student affairs officer transitioned from dean of students to that of vice president for 
student affairs. This is consistent with the increase in the use of the vice president title 
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from 34% of institutions in 1984 to 54% (Tull & Freeman, 2008). The identification of 
student affairs as a developing profession by the literature is consistent with the 
significance of this study. 
In addition to the literature describing student affairs as a developing profession, 
the literature also discussed the development of people within the profession. Birnbaum’s 
(1988) How Colleges Work: The Cybernetics of Academic Organization and Leadership 
described an advanced understanding of institutional culture through coupling of 
responsibilities and the structure of decision making. Coupling was described as a 
continuum between highly controlled and loosely controlled levels of control. A higher 
level of control within the institution led to more clearly defined areas of responsibilities 
within the organization. Less controlled institutions have a considerably higher amount of 
role ambiguity. Birnbaum (1988) described a similar continuum for decision making 
processes within institutions. Bess and Dee (2012) discussed organizational roles in a 
similar manner. The two continuums, control and decision making, create four institution 
types within organizational culture; collegial, bureaucratic, political, and anarchical 
(Birnbaum, 1988). Birnbaum (1988) argued that changing institutional culture is rare and 
that leaders should understand the dynamics of their institution’s culture and develop 
self-correcting mechanisms to operate within the culture. This type of person is referred 
to as a cybernetic leader (Birnbaum, 1988). The connection between organizational 
theory and leadership in this section highlights the relationship between the leadership 
competency area and the organizational and human resources competency area discussed 
in Chapter I. 
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Comparable to Birnbaum’s (1988) description of a cybernetic leader, Blimling 
(2001) wrote of the need for successful leaders to exist within multiple frameworks or 
communities of practice. He suggested that there were four communities of practice 
within student affairs, (a) student learning, (b) student development, (c) student services, 
and (d) student administration. The categories were divided by the emphasis placed on 
education and management. The suggestion made by Blimling implied that there is not a 
single answer to what is the purpose of student affairs, but a spectrum of answers that are, 
in themselves, correct. Further, Blimling (2001) suggested that to operate effectively that 
all four communities of practice were needed and that leaders should operate with all 
frames in mind. 
Blimling (2001) advised that learning to be a student affairs professional is not 
just learning information about the field, it is also learning how to translate the 
information into working within the field. He rationalized his guidance when he posed 
the question of if different groups of students have different issues does it not stand 
within reason that different groups of student affairs professionals have different issues? 
For example, if freshmen and junior students are different can we assume new and mid-
level professionals are different (Blimling, 2001)? The portion of the literature review 
dedicated to job satisfaction within student affairs discusses the concept of student affairs 
professionals learning how to translate information into working within the field in more 
detail. 
Entry into the Profession 
The literature discussed in this portion of the literature review focuses on student 
affairs professionals entering the profession. The literature covers the decision to enter 
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student affairs, the experiences of individuals transitioning into professional positions, 
and aspects that student affairs professionals indicate that they wish that they had more 
fully understood about the profession prior to entry. Each of these areas help to further 
the understanding of student affairs professionals and connect to topics to be discussed 
later in the literature review, specifically research regarding job satisfaction. 
Many individuals who enter the student affairs profession have similar 
backgrounds. Taub and McEwen (2006) explored the factors that graduate students 
considered when deciding to enter the student affairs profession and found that people 
entering student affairs reflect a traditional background during their undergraduate career 
that included working as a student employee or being involved in student leadership 
positions. Practical experience prior to full time employment was found to assist in the 
transition process of new student affairs professionals (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). 
Silver and Jakeman (2014) found that mentors played a large part in individual’s decision 
to enter student affairs. The findings of Taub and McEwen (2006); Renn and Jessup-
Anger (2008); and Silver and Jakeman (2014) point to an opportunity to inform potential 
student affairs professionals of information regarding the field of student affairs prior to 
their entry into the profession. 
The expected academic credentials required to work as a student affairs 
professional was discussed in the literature. Kretovics (2002) explained “there was little 
argument that a master’s degree was considered to be a minimum qualification for most 
entry-level positions in student affairs. However, there was noticeable disagreement as to 
what academic discipline was most appropriate” (p. 912). In addition to the variance 
within the field regarding the required academic discipline needed to enter the field, the 
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importance of academic reputation varied within the field. For example, housing and 
residence life positions tended to put more weight on the reputation of an individual’s 
academic credentials than did non-residence life positions (Kretovics, 2002). The 
findings of Kretovics (2002) highlight the disconnect within the field regarding 
expectations for entry. 
Research regarding entry into professional positions was done on student affairs 
professionals. Renn and Hodges (2007) studied the experiences of ten student affairs 
professionals entering the profession and found common themes among new 
professionals in their initial stages of employment. The themes included relationship, fit, 
and competence. The initial stages of employment were pre-employment and orientation, 
transition, and settling in. The relationship theme included a desire to create strong 
relationships with students, peers, and mentors. The fit theme was described as anxiety 
about starting a new position, experiences with organizational culture, and finally with a 
decision to stay in the position or search for a new position again. The competence theme 
was described as learning the position, perception of self-competence, and awareness of 
additional areas for growth (Renn & Hodges, 2007). 
The pre-employment and orientation phase was described as lasting about a 
month into a position for new professionals (Renn & Hodges, 2007). New professionals 
indicated that they felt a high level of excitement related to their position (Renn & 
Hodges, 2007). Hornak et al. (2016) found “socialization into an institution and 
profession happens simultaneously” for student affairs professionals (p. 127). The 
transition phase lasted between two and four months and new professionals had concerns 
about belonging, their level of competence, and fit for the position (Renn & Hodges, 
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2007). This study compared the reported competence levels of new and experienced 
professionals. 
Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) interviewed 90 new student affairs professionals 
as they transitioned from graduate school to their first full time position within student 
affairs. They found professionals go through periods in which they felt confident, over-
whelmed, and at times unsure of their abilities. New professionals who had similar work 
experiences prior to their position felt more confident than those who did not. Individuals 
who have a background like their professional experience were found to be more 
confident as compared to those who did not (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). Other factors, 
including practical experiences prior to full time employment, assisted with the transition. 
Regardless of how new professionals felt about their supervisor, new professionals 
reported that their supervisors played a significant role in their transition to the student 
affairs profession (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). The findings of Renn and Jessup-Anger 
(2008) emphasized the impact of supervisors and mentors on student affairs 
professionals. The impact of supervision on student affairs professionals is discussed 
further in the section on the organizational and human resources competency. 
Research indicated student affairs professionals identified several items they wish 
they had prioritized during their entry into a professional position. The importance of 
institutional fit was not clear to new professionals until they experienced misfit as 
professionals (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). Struggling new professionals suggested that 
organizational fit should take a larger role in the consideration of new professionals 
during their job search process (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). Renn and Hodges (2007) 
described finding a level of fit for a new professional with an institution and a position as 
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a difficult task. They indicated that those surveyed considered their personal fit with the 
institution at which they worked after they had transitioned into the settled in phase 
(Renn & Hodges, 2007). Conversely, participants in Arminio and Creamer’s (2001) study 
indicated that organizational culture was adequately explained to new student affairs 
professionals. The topics of organizational culture and supervision are both components 
of the organizational and human resources competency area. Organizational and human 
resources competence is a thread throughout the entry into student affairs literature. 
Qualifications and Expectations of the Profession 
Student affairs does not have an established set of requirements or expectations 
for individuals entering the profession. As previously discussed, it is generally expected 
that entry-level student affairs professionals have at least a master’s degree. Carpenter 
(2001) wrote that as student affairs has “not agreed upon the best way to prepare entry 
level professionals or even what constitute qualifications for senior positions” (p. 310). 
Kretovics (2002) recommended that student affairs, as a profession, review the 
expectations associated with entry and those associated with advancement. Cuyjet, 
Longwell-Grice, and Molina (2009) theorized that individuals who have not engaged in a 
formal student affairs preparation programs or who received their formal education a 
substantial amount of time ago may have different perceptions on competence level as 
compared to those who have more recently completed a student affairs preparatory 
program. The ACPA and NASPA competencies discussed the core set of knowledge, 
skills, and attitudes required for student affairs professions (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). 
However, few position descriptions explicitly included competencies (Hoffman & 
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Bresciani, 2012). The lack of standardization of entry and advancement requirements was 
consistent throughout the reviewed literature. 
The expectations held by student affairs professionals and the expectations of 
student affairs professionals are discussed in the literature. In a review of the literature, 
Mather et al. (2009) found that mid-level professionals have varying degrees of 
responsibility. Herdlein (2004) found that chief student affairs officers are “searching for 
professional staff having knowledge and a clear understanding of legal issues, budgeting, 
planning, assessment, campus politics, and the philosophy of student affairs” (p. 65). 
Assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational and human 
resources are each represented in Herdlein’s (2004) findings. Hornak et al. (2016) found 
tension between new student affairs professionals with a student affairs academic 
background and other professionals who did not share a similar educational background 
at some community colleges. 
Research indicated a disconnect between what students learn in preparatory 
programs and what they are expected to know in their professional positions. Lee and 
Helm (2013) described disconnect between what new professionals learned in their 
graduate programs and what they experienced as new professionals. They attributed the 
disconnect to differences in priorities (Lee & Helm, 2013). New employees reported that 
their out of classroom experiences more closely connected with their professional 
responsibilities then their educational background (Mather et al., 2010). Jablonski, Mena, 
Manning, Carpenter, and Siko (2006) wrote an article summarizing the Summit on 
Scholarship. The Summit on Scholarship was a part of the NASPA annual conference in 
2006. They found scholars were pondering whether master’s programs should focus on 
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preparing people to be student affairs professionals or should they continue to educate 
people to engage in research and assessment (Jablonski et al., 2006). A majority of those 
interviewed by Lee and Helm (2013) reported a sense of disconnect between what they 
thought they were going to experience and what they experienced in their positions. A 
majority of those interviewed attributed the disconnect as a fault of student affairs and not 
of their graduate programs (Lee & Helm, 2013). The incongruencies discussed in this 
section are consistent with the literature in the following sections. 
Challenges and Changes in the Profession 
A review of the literature related to entry into the field of student affairs and 
student affairs preparatory programs indicated several challenges and potential changes to 
the field. This literature is categorized as research indicating a disconnect between the 
belief of what student affairs is as a field and what the new professionals perceived as the 
reality of what student affairs is as a field upon entry. This portion of the literature review 
will include suggestions made by scholars to address the challenges identified within 
their research. 
The focus of student affairs has begun to shift to an administrative focus. Lee and 
Helm (2013) studied the relationship between new student affairs professionals and 
student affairs capitalism. They defined student affairs capitalism as “the reorientation of 
student affairs professional practice towards the financial interests of the institutions” 
(Lee & Helm, 2013, p. 292). They found tension between what new professionals vision 
of student affairs is and what they found student affairs to be in their practice. The 
tension is described as new professionals and their desire to prioritize student 
development in their work versus the experience of financial needs driving the majority 
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of their work (Lee & Helm, 2013). Roberts (2012) articulated a concern for a perceived 
lack of awareness to the origins of the student affairs profession and the potential loss of 
core components of the profession and student experience as a result. The findings of Lee 
and Helm (2013) are consistent with the previously discussed findings of Herdlein et al. 
(2013); the focus of student affairs has become administrative in nature. For purposes of 
this study, the organizational and human resources competency area encompasses an 
understanding of financial topics involved with student affairs and higher education 
(ACPA & NASPA, 2015). This section reviewed a shift in the focus of student affairs. 
The following section discusses concerns identified by researchers regarding the future of 
the profession. 
This section reviews literature related to the credentials of student affairs 
professionals. In 2000, Lovell and Kosten wrote, “the ability to maintain the quality of 
student development programs and services may be threatened by declining resources for 
higher education. Calls for increased accountability from students, parents, and 
policymakers are expected to grow in the future” (p. 566). Tyrell and Fey (2011) 
described their concerns with the trend in student affairs employment as an “erosion of 
credential requirements for new hires in the profession as colleges look for ways to 
balance budgets” (p. 22). They recommended that student affairs look to other 
professions for guidance and create a certification process for the profession (Tyrell & 
Fey, 2011). Additionally, Sermersheim and Keim (2005) recommended that graduate 
programs increase the emphasis placed on fiscal management, research, and evaluation 
within curriculum.  
28 
 
The literature discussed recommendations made by researchers for student affairs 
preparatory programs to focus on the administration frame described by Blimling (2001) 
and away from the student learning and development frames. In 2005, a Delphi study of 
mid-level and senior-level student affairs professionals found that entry-level 
professional competencies focused primarily on contact with student and then with 
administrative and management tasks (Burkard, Cole, Ott, & Stoflet, 2005). By 2013, Lee 
and Helm suggested that graduate programs “move beyond idealized outcomes and 
unfeasible theories and make conscious, and foreseeably difficult, decisions on how to 
maintain its core professional values and commitment to the public good in these 
tumultuous economic times” (p. 304). In other words, they recommended an increased 
emphasis be placed on the components of the organizational and human resources 
competency area. The components of the organizational and human resources 
competency area are discussed in detail in the organizational and human resources 
section of this chapter. 
In a review of the literature, Fried (2011) focused, in part, on the apparent divide 
between what new professionals within student affairs are expected to do and what they 
are taught to do. More specifically, an undertone within student affairs literature was 
described that indicated that mid and senior-level student affairs professionals did not 
believe that new professionals had been adequately prepared for their positions (Fried, 
2011). Researchers offered suggestions to improve student affairs preparatory programs 
and professional development plans. The suggestions included developing a clear 
articulation of professional standards, the development of continuing education plans, and 
the creation of a national assessment for student affairs preparatory programs (Dickerson, 
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Hoffman, Anan, Brown, & Vong, 2011; Janosik, Carpenter, & Creamer, 2006a; Janosik, 
Carpenter, & Creamer, 2006b; Waple, 2006; and Young & Janosik, 2007). 
The previous sections discussed challenged associated with the student affairs 
profession from the individual standpoint. Research also discussed challenges within the 
student affairs profession from the institutional standpoint. For example, Tyrell (2014) 
wrote about the need to balance an increased demand for student services at community 
colleges and an apparent gap in the educational backgrounds of student affairs 
professionals in community colleges as compared to other institutions. The question of 
whether the foundational skills needed to be successful within student affairs can be 
achieved through professional development or if student affairs based graduate programs 
should be required for entry into the profession was raised by Tyrell (2014).  
The discussion on the sustainability of the student affairs profession included the 
competence of more than just new student affairs professional. Sermersheim and Keim 
(2005) discussed the importance of ongoing development in assessment, evaluation, and 
research; leadership; and organizational and human resources competency areas. They 
described their reason for concern as: 
“the perception of many managers that they do not need continued staff 
development is also of concern. Less than 50% thought they needed training in 
Student Contact, Personnel Management, Professional Development, and 
Communication and only 56% felt a need for enhancement in Leadership and 
Research and Evaluation.” (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005, p. 46)  
Janosik et al. (2006a) argued that in order to ensure the quality of student affairs 
professionals that professional associations must agree upon and offer professional 
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development opportunities in specific areas. The areas identified by Janosik et al. (2006a) 
included (a) assessment and research practice and (b) administration, management, 
technology, and organization development. These two areas correspond with the three 
competency areas selected for this study. 
Student Affairs Professional Competencies 
Competencies in Student Affairs 
Competencies are an area of study within student affairs. ACPA and NASPA 
joined to develop a shared set of competencies for all student affairs professionals. 
Researchers have sought to identify a shared set of competencies within student affairs 
prior to the effort of ACPA and NASPA. Research has explored the topic of professional 
competencies within student affairs through a variety of methods. For example, Weiner, 
Bresciani, Oyler, and Felix (2010) used document analysis to determine that a shared set 
of professional standards existed within the field of student affairs. Weiner et al. (2010) 
focused their analysis on documents generated by ACPA, the Council for the 
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, and NASPA. Herdlein et al. (2013) 
performed a meta-analysis of student affairs competency research. Dickerson et al. 
(2011) compared the expectations of faculty members to the expectations of senior 
student affairs officers regarding the competencies that new student affairs professionals 
should possess. One consistency within the approaches taken by researchers attempting to 
identify core competencies is that it often involved reviewing research and publications 
made by professional student affairs organizations. 
Evans and Reason (2001) reviewed 13 documents that they determined had a 
major influence in the development of student affairs. Their review spanned both Student 
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Personnel Point of View documents, 1937 and 1949, to The Trends Project by ACPA in 
1999. They identified the following themes: “a holistic perspective, attention to 
individual differences, student agency, an interactionist perspective, consideration of 
context, intentionality, empirically grounded initiatives, a role in instruction and learning, 
collaboration, functional focus, education for citizenship, and accountability” (Evans & 
Reason, 2001, p. 370). This quote from Evans and Reason (2001) included connections to 
the assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational and human 
resources competency areas. In a review of documents, Weiner et al. (2010) analyzed the 
information in order to identify competency themes within student affairs research. The 
themes found by Weiner et al. (2010) were:  
(a) provide counseling, facilitation, and/or structure that support and enhance 
student learning and development, (b) develop and expand student’ and 
colleagues’ leadership skills and opportunities, (c) incorporate diversity into 
curricular and co-curricular experiences, (d) incorporate assessment, evaluation, 
and research into practice, (e) demonstrate organizational management, resource 
development, and promote fiscal responsibility, (f) accurately interpret and 
comply with laws and institutional policies, (g) commit to guiding principles for 
ethical and collaborative professional practice, and (h) demonstrate sound 
supervision and conflict resolutions skills. (p. 87) 
They recommended that the expected level of achievement within a learning goal, or 
competency area, be based on the number of years of experience that an individual has 
within student affairs. The themes identified by Weiner et al. (2010) connected with the 
competency areas identified for this study. Specifically, Weiner et al. (2010) identified 
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assessment, evaluation, and research as a competency area. They also identified 
components of the organizational and human resources and leadership competency areas 
by identifying organizational management, resource development, conflict resolution, 
supervision, and fiscal responsibility as competency themes (Weiner et al., 2010).  
In a review of competency documents and research, Tyrell (2014) found that 
“leadership, fiscal management, professional development, personnel management, 
student contact, communication, and research and evaluation have remained consistent 
for two decades” (p. 64). The evolution of competencies has included technology, 
diversity and inclusion, culture, and professional self (Tyrell, 2014). ACPA and NASPA 
(2015) identified the increase in the importance of technology to the success of student 
affairs professionals and added it as one of the ten competency areas. Renn and Zeligman 
(2005) found that immersion with technology increased comfort level with technology, 
but it did not improve perceptions of technology. 
In addition to the research conducted to identify competencies, research was also 
done to identify the use of competencies within student affairs. Tyrell and Fey (2011) 
advocated for a thorough integration of all competencies in professional development 
offerings, including workshops, conference presentation, and journal articles. They 
articulated frustration with what they perceived as an over emphasis on certain 
competencies at the expense of others (Tyrell & Fey, 2011).  
Research examined the perception of competencies among student affairs 
professionals and faculty. Mather et al. (2010) studied the extent to which new 
professionals utilized competencies within their work and the extent to which their level 
of competence was developed through graduate school. They evaluated 15 competency 
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areas. Lead and manage human resources, understand organizational culture, and 
understand organizational development/leadership were among the five competency areas 
reported as being used most frequently by new professionals. Conversely, the 
competency areas that they found the lowest reported levels of use are related to the 
design, implementation, and critique of assessment, evaluation, and research. 
Assessment, evaluation, and research related competencies were reported to be addressed 
in-class at a moderate level, as compared to the other competency areas, and lower than 
the other competency areas outside of the classroom. The competency areas that were 
found to have the largest difference between the level of use reported and the extent to 
which the competency area was addressed during the in-class portion of their graduate 
program were lead and manage human resources, manage facilities, finances, and 
technology, and understand student development theory. Lean and manage human 
resources was addressed more frequently in the out-of-class portion of graduate programs 
(Mather et al., 2010). 
An article reviewed previously completed studies focusing on entry-level student 
affairs professionals. The article, published by Cooper, Mitchell, Eckerle, and Martin 
(2016), identified the skill areas commonly recognized in research as being deficient. 
Cooper et al. (2016) identified the following skill areas were identified in multiple 
research articles as a skill deficiency area; budgeting and fiscal management; institutional 
and campus politics; strategic planning, research, assessment, and evaluation; legal 
knowledge and standards; supervision; and technological competence. In their review of 
student affairs preparatory graduate programs, Cooper et al. (2016) found that “70% of 
programs mentioned research, assessment, and evaluation… 32% mentioned budgeting 
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and financial management, 15% mentioned institutional and campus politics; 9% 
mentioned supervision… and 7% mentioned strategic planning” (p. 112). The skill areas 
identified by Cooper et al. (2016) parallel the skills that are found within the assessment, 
evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational and human resources 
competency areas.  
Research conducted by Dickerson et al. (2011) identified disconnect between the 
perceptions of faculty and senior student affairs officers as it related to perception of 
professional competence among new professionals. They found that faculty expected new 
student affairs professionals to have a higher level of competence in the areas of social 
justice and leadership then the level of expected competence from senior student affairs 
officers. Senior student affairs officers reported a higher level of expected competence 
for new student affairs professionals in the areas of self-awareness, willingness to 
collaborate, and willingness to build rapport with other university members as compared 
to faculty members. The differences between senior student affairs officials and faculty 
members as it related to their expectations of new student affairs professionals may be 
attributed to different viewpoints. Dickerson et al. (2011) described the different 
viewpoints as comparing practical knowledge to theoretical knowledge. Research 
identified specific areas of incongruence in addition to the differences between practical 
and theoretical knowledge (Dickerson et al., 2011).  
The research conducted by Dickerson et al. (2011) also identified areas of 
congruence between the perceptions of faculty and senior student affairs officers. Faculty 
and senior student affairs officers perceived gaps between knowledge and skill levels of 
new student affairs professionals and the desired competence level in fiscal management, 
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legal standards, assessment, application of theory to practice, critical thinking/self-
reflection, collaboration, managing conflict, and written communication. Faculty and 
senior student affairs officers perceived a level of congruence between knowledge and 
skill levels of new student affairs professionals and the desired level of competence in 
technology. New student affairs professionals must understand that the competencies 
necessary to be successful in graduate school are different than those needed in the 
workforce, especially as it relates to the competency areas with gaps (Dickerson et al., 
2011). 
Kuk et al. (2007) studied competency clusters in an effort to identify commonly 
shared perceptions on needed competency areas. They found a statistically significant 
difference between the perceived importance of competencies and where competence 
should be obtained between faculty and staff. Specifically, faculty reported a lower level 
of importance for master’s courses regarding managing organizations and groups than 
senior student affairs officers and mid-level student affairs professionals (Kuk et al., 
2007). These findings are discussed further in the attainment of competence section of the 
literature review. 
Competencies in Professional Development. Professional development plans 
were a point of discussion within the literature. Tyrell (2014) indicated that a strong 
professional development plan is essential to success as a professional within student 
affairs and Janosik et al. (2006b) recommended the development of standardized 
continuing education plans for student affairs professionals. Shetty, Chunoo, and Cox 
(2016) studied the relationship between self-authorship, or holistic development across a 
spectrum of domains, and experience. They found that student affairs professionals are 
36 
 
developing a sense of self-authorship. In fact, Shetty et al. (2016) found that new 
professionals reported similar and higher rates of self-authorship then the other student 
affairs professionals who participated in their study. They found that the development of 
self-authorship typically takes places initially during student affairs preparatory graduate 
programs and transitions to professional associations (Shetty et al., 2016). 
Carpenter (2003) outlined three stages of professional development; formative, 
applicative, and additive. The formative stage was described as an individual who is in 
graduate school. Learning at the formative stage concentrates on attending. There is not 
much planning or intentionality among individuals within the formative stage. The 
applicative stage described individuals within their first three years of working within 
student affairs. Individuals within the applicative stage have a broader view of 
professional development and their focus is on learning how to be successful. Finally, the 
additive stage was defined by being focused on the professional development of others 
(Carpenter, 2003).  
Saunders, Cooper, Winston, and Chernow (2000) discussed incongruence 
between the professional model described by Carpenter (2003) and the trends they found 
regarding supervision within student affairs. They found that over half of the student 
affairs professionals that they surveyed had not received informal feedback from their 
supervisor within the past year. This finding caused Saunders et al. (2000) to question 
that if professional development was a core piece of the student affairs profession, then 
how can so little time be dedicated to individual supervision? They advocated for the use 
of a synergistic supervision model to increase the amount of feedback given by a 
supervisor to a supervisee and for additional research be conducted on synergistic 
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supervision (Saunders et al, 2000). Biddix (2013) recommended that further research be 
done on the impact that mentorship has on individuals in mid management positions who 
desire to be senior student affairs officers. 
Sermersheim and Keim (2005) and Fey and Carpenter (1996) found that mid-
level professionals preferred methods of professional development are attending 
conferences, colleagues, and workshops. The research recommended that professional 
conference focus on the development of mid-level professionals (Sermersheim & Keim, 
2005). Pittman and Foubert (2016) indicated that professional identity has a significant 
correlation to professional association, although it was the lowest of the three predictors 
tested. The three predictors tested were (a) professional association, (b) supervision style, 
and (c) mentoring. They found the connection between association and identity was 
significant among the overall population of the sample, but not significant among new 
professionals (Pittman & Foubert, 2016). Mid-level professionals indicated that they 
preferred professional development delivery that may be more closely aligned with the 
needs of individuals in the formative and applicative stage of professional development. 
However, attending professional conferences may offer other benefits, such as presenting 
information to new professionals and developing a professional identity. Roberts (2007) 
recommended that professional associations continue to offer educational opportunities to 
student affairs professionals. 
The literature discussed topics identified as areas of need and of delivery for 
professional development. Carpenter and Stimpson (2007) recommended that 
professional development activities address the skills needed of professionals that were 
not fully developed in their academic programs. They provided an example of assessment 
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workshops as something that is needed and are offered to student affairs professionals 
(Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007). Tull (2006) found that graduate programs, professional 
student affairs organizations, and professional development programs are beneficial for 
new professionals. Sermersheim and Keim (2005) established that there were some 
differences in desired development categories based on the specific subfield within 
student affairs. They also found differences based on the desired position of those who 
participated in the survey. 
Fiscal management was identified as an area of need for mid-level professionals 
(Fey & Carpenter, 1996; Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). Mid-level professionals also 
indicated that they desired additional professional development in research, evaluation, 
and leadership (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). Fey and Carpenter (1996) found that mid-
level professionals found fiscal management and leadership as the two most important 
areas for professional development. However, mid-level professionals only identified the 
need for ongoing development in fiscal management (Fey & Carpenter, 1996).  
Mentorship was a topic discussed throughout the professional development 
literature. Mentorship is a component of the additive stage of professional development. 
Carpenter and Stimpson (2007) describe mentoring as “a natural way of accomplishing 
professional development for the student affairs profession, given the field’s helping 
profession background” (p. 288). Entry-level and mid-level professionals were more 
likely to indicate that mentorship was important in helping them gain competence than 
senior student affairs officers (Roberts, 2007). New professionals indicated that they 
preferred to receive professional development predominately through a mentor or through 
a national workshop (Henning et al., 2011). More than 30 percent of the mid-level 
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professionals who participated in Sermersheim and Keim’s (2005) study indicated that 
they preferred professional development through mentorship. 
A recent study explored the concept of professional development through the 
formative, applicative, and additive approach described in this chapter. Haley, Jaeger, 
Hawes, and Johnson (2015) interviewed student affairs professionals with differing roles 
and levels of experience regarding their experience with professional development. Their 
found a lack of professional development planning at the formative stage and a value for 
intentional planning at the additive stage. Few of the individuals interviewed by Haley et 
al. (2015) indicated that they had a professional development plan during the formative 
stage. The results indicated that student affairs professionals saw the value of intentional 
professional development, but that student affairs professionals were reluctant to 
implement formal professional development plans. 
Competencies in Position Descriptions. The use of competencies in position 
descriptions and job posting varied based on the competency area and position type. In 
2008 just over a quarter of the job posting at The Placement Exchange addressed 
assessing student learning (Hoffman and Bresciani, 2010). This rose to nearly half of the 
job postings when it included research and evaluation (Hoffman & Bresciani (2012). 
They found that the least used competencies in job postings were critical thinking; 
attitudes and dispositions; and practical competencies. Additionally, they explained that 
different functional areas within student affairs had different trends as it related to the use 
of competencies within job postings. For example, residence life used fundraising, 
assessment, evaluation, and research, and collaboration less frequently than other 
functional areas (Hoffman & Bresciani, 2012).  
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Lovell and Kosten (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of student affairs research 
related to success to detect the most frequently identified competency areas. They found 
that the assessment, evaluation, and research; leadership; and organizational and human 
resources competency areas were among the most consistently identified competency 
areas. Further, Lovell and Kosten (2000) found that competencies related to skills 
appeared more frequently than competencies related to knowledge areas. For example, 
22% of articles discussed student development theory and 43% of articles discussed 
leadership. Leadership was listed as the fifth most commonly represented skill in student 
affairs studies (Lovell and Kosten, 2000). The findings described here are consistent with 
the previously discussed transition away from counseling and towards administrative 
responsibilities within student affairs described by Herdlein et al. (2013). 
ACPA and NASPA Competencies 
In 2015, ACPA and NASPA released an updated version of the Professional 
Competency Areas for Student Affairs Educators. The ten competency areas consist of 
three levels: foundational, intermediate, and advanced. The foundational level, formerly 
the basic level, was described in the original ACPA and NASPA (2010) document as a 
level that “all student affairs professionals should be able to demonstrate their ability to 
meet the basic list of outcomes under each competency area regardless of how they 
entered the profession” (p. 3). Further, the foundational level was described as “a 
requisite foundation upon which intermediate and advanced proficiencies in a 
competency area are built” (ACPA & NASPA, 2015, p. 8). 
 The 2015 version of the ACPA and NASPA competencies marked a number of 
other transitions. Of note, the document highlighted the intersection between the 
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individual competency areas. Previously, the link between competency areas was referred 
to as a thread with specific concepts, such as technology, being a thread throughout the 
competency areas (ACPA & NASPA, 2010). The transition in language from thread to 
intersection was an effort to emphasize the interconnectedness of the competency areas. 
ACPA and NASPA (2015) described the term intersection as “the integrative character of 
all 10 competency areas as well as connections to the multiple points of emphasis” (p. 6). 
Figure 1 is the visual representation of the intersection of the competency areas selected 
for inclusion in this study. Figure 1 is included in Chapter I. 
 Other major changes in the updated ACPA and NASPA competencies included 
the renaming, combining, and addition of competency areas. In 2010, ACPA and NASPA 
identified the following competency areas: (a) advising and helping; (b) assessment, 
evaluation, and research; (c) equity, diversity, and inclusion; (d) ethical professional 
practice; (e) history, philosophy, and values; (f) human and organizational resources; (g) 
law, policy, and governance; (h) leadership; (i) personal foundations; and (j) student 
learning and development. The competencies identified by ACPA and NASPA in 2015 
are: (a) personal and ethical foundations; (b) values, philosophy, and history; (c) 
assessment, evaluation, and research; (d) law, policy, and governance; (e) organizational 
and human resources; (f) leadership; (g) social justice and inclusion; (h) student learning 
and development; (i) technology; and (j) advising and supporting.  
This section discusses the major changes to specific competency areas. The 
transition from equity, diversity, and inclusion to social justice and inclusion was to align 
the name of the competency area with the desired outcomes (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). 
Technology was transitioned from a thread to a unique competency area due to its 
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increase importance in the day to day practice of student affairs professionals, an example 
of the continued evolution of the profession. Personal and ethical foundations were 
combined due to the overlap within the areas. Finally, advising and helping was renamed 
advising and supporting to emphasize the level of responsibility that the individual 
student has in their growth and development (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). An overall theme 
of the changes to the competencies was an emphasis placed on the desired outcomes of 
competency areas and the name of the competency area.  
 Assessment, Evaluation, and Research (AER). Assessment, Evaluation, and 
Research (AER) is the first of the three competency areas that is specifically included in 
the literature review. The abbreviation AER is used in this section and when specifically 
referring to the construct used in this study. ACPA and NASPA (2015) defined the AER 
competency area as a focus “on the ability to design, conduct, critique, and use various 
AER methodologies and the results obtained from them, to utilize AER processes and 
their results to inform practice, and to shape the political and ethical climate surrounding 
AER processes and uses in higher education” (p. 20).  
Researchers identified AER as a point of concern for student affairs professionals. 
AER was identified as a point of concern for two reasons. First, the literature indicated 
that student affairs professionals do not have the desired level of AER competence 
(Bresciani, 2010; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Tyrell & Fey, 2011). Second, literature 
identified AER as an underutilized and undervalued competency area (Carpenter, 2001; 
Mather et al., 2010). Conversely, research has also indicated that AER competence is 
important to student affairs professionals (Silver & Jakeman, 2014). This identified 
disconnect within the literature is one of the reasons why AER was selected as a 
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competency area for this study. A further review of this literature will provide additional 
examples of the concerns identified by scholars. 
New student affairs professionals indicated that they quickly become aware that 
AER is not a valued skill within their position. Tyrell and Fey (2011) expressed concern 
with the inability to embrace and utilize the assessment of student learning outcomes 
among student affairs professionals. They had similar concerns for new student affairs 
professionals putting student development theory into practice. Further, they believed that 
new professionals who are well versed in student development theory quickly learned 
that it is not valued within the position (Tyrell & Fey, 2011). Silver and Jakeman (2014) 
found that participants in their study saw assessment as a needed element to show the 
value of student affairs for budgetary decisions and not as a way to improve practice or 
accountability. This directly highlighted the intersection between AER and organizational 
and human resources and indirectly the intersection between AER and leadership. 
Finally, Carpenter (2001) indicated that “data-based decision making is the weakest link 
in the scholarly practice of our work” (p. 306). Assessment and evaluation have been 
identified as areas in which new professionals lacked sufficient skills (Renn & Jessup-
Anger, 2008). This portion of the literature review is discussed further in Chapter V.  
In addition to determining the perceived value of AER as a concern, researchers 
identified understanding of the components of AER as a concern. In a qualitative study, 
Bresciani (2010) found that the interviewed student affairs professionals struggled with 
effectively implementing assessment because they were not clear on the differences 
between assessment and research. For example, they “were not able to implement their 
assessment plans because they were concerned about the rigor of their sampling 
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methodology or evaluation methods” (Bresciani, 2010, p. 86). To help overcome these 
concerns researchers have suggested changes to student affairs preparatory programs, 
specifically by increasing the emphasis placed on assessment and data management in 
student affairs preparatory programs (Hoffman & Bresciani, 2010; Young and Janosik, 
2007). 
The perceived value of a competency area and the level of reported use of the 
skill are not always parallel within research. Lovell and Kosten (2000) wrote that 
assessment is becoming a “staple for today’s student affairs administrators” (p. 567). On 
the other hand, Mather et al. (2010) found that the least frequently reported competency 
used by new professionals is AER. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) found that new 
professionals indicated they lack sufficient skills in budgeting; advising and supervision; 
assessment and evaluation; and navigating institutional politics. This study measured the 
perceived competence of participants in these areas. 
In the discussion of their findings, Cooper et al. (2016) indicated that they felt it 
appropriate to divide their recommendations between those competencies addressed by a 
majority of student affairs preparatory programs and those not addressed. As it relates to 
this study, assessment, evaluation, and research is a competency area that is addressed by 
a majority of student affairs preparatory programs. Cooper et al. (2016) suggested that as 
assessment, evaluation, and research are a part of the established curriculum that “faculty 
and graduate assistant supervisors need to help students understand how these three skills 
are essential to the profession and critical for effective practice” (p. 115). The other two 
skills referenced in this quote are legal knowledge and financial management. Financial 
management is a component of the organizational and human resources competency area. 
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The perceived value of developing competence in AER is discussed later in the literature 
review. 
Leadership (LEAD). Leadership (LEAD) is the second of the three competency 
areas that is specifically included in the literature review. The abbreviation LEAD is used 
in this section and when specifically referring to the construct used in this study. ACPA 
and NASPA (2015) defined the LEAD competency area as a focus on “the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions required of a leader…” (p. 27). ACPA and NASPA (2015) 
defined education, training, development, and engagement as components of leadership. 
Education is defined as “construct knowledge and articulation”, training is defined as 
“skill identification and enhancement,” development is defined as “personal reflection 
and growth,” and engagement is defined as “active participation and application” (p. 27). 
ACPA and NASPA (2015) indicated that LEAD is key to implementing organizational 
change, working with stakeholders, and for planning. 
LEAD was identified through research as an area where student affairs 
professionals lacked competence, was a key to the success of student affairs 
professionals, and was an area for the ongoing development of student affairs 
professionals. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) indicated that new professionals lacked 
skills in managing budgets and navigating institutional politics. The findings of Renn and 
Jessup-Anger (2008) illustrated the interconnectedness of the competency areas. In this 
example, the need to be competent in both the LEAD and organizational and human 
resources competency areas in order to successfully navigate institutional dynamics and 
budgets as a professional in student affairs. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) found that 
many new professionals were unaware of the role politics influences higher education 
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prior to working as a new professional. Understanding budgets and navigating 
institutional politics are aspects of LEAD and organizational and human resources that 
are needed to be able to effectively implement organizational change, work with campus 
and external stakeholders, and to effectively plan. 
Research indicated that at points in the careers of student affairs professionals that 
competence in the LEAD area was identified as a key area to success. For example, 
“mid-level managers continue to rate Leadership and Personnel Management as the most 
important skills needed in their positions” (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005, p. 45). 
Additionally, Mather et al. (2010) found that the most frequently reported competencies 
used by new professionals are those associated with leadership and management. Finally, 
the competency areas that new professionals indicated the lowest level of aptitude both in 
and outside of the classroom were associated with leadership and human resources; 
advising and helping; and facilities, finances, and technology (Mather et al., 2010). 
Organizational and Human Resources (OHR). Organizational and Human 
Resources (OHR) is the third and final competency area specifically included in the 
literature review. The abbreviation OHR is used in this section and when specifically 
referring to the construct used in this study. The OHR competency areas addressed 
several concepts; including supervision, management, and financial concepts. The OHR 
competency area recognized that “student affairs professionals bring personal strengths 
and grow as managers through challenging themselves to build new skills in the 
selection, supervision, motivation, and formal evaluation of staff” (ACPA & NASPA, 
2015, p. 13). Consistent with the content within the ACPA and NASPA competency 
document, Shupp and Arminio (2012) recommended that professional development 
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opportunities be provided for entry-level, mid-level, and senior-level professionals 
because they found that supervision was a pivotal portion of the development of student 
affairs professionals. Conversely, Gansemer-Topf and Ryder (2017) found that mid-level 
student affairs professionals did not identify components of OHR, including supervision 
and budgeting, as being necessary for success in entry-level student affairs positions. 
As defined by ACPA and NASPA (2015), supervision is a component of OHR. 
Arminio and Creamer (2001) studied the perceptions and attitudes of student affairs 
supervisors who were deemed quality supervisors by their supervisees. The definition of 
supervision included holding staff accountable, addressing positive and negative 
behavior, providing a high-level perspective to employees, and establishing relationships 
throughout the institution within their definition of supervision. Quality supervision was 
defined as understanding the institutional culture and direction, leading by example, and 
aligning staff in a shared direction. Arminio and Creamer (2001) found that the 
participants in their study reported if an individual received quality supervision that 
individual is more likely to become a quality supervisor. In other words, if an individual 
received quality supervision that individual is more likely to develop in the OHR 
competency area. 
As previously discussed with the conceptual framework, literature suggested that 
the satisfaction of student affairs professionals was tied to their level of professional 
success. Burkard et al. (2005) found that strong administrative and management skills 
were important to the success of new professionals. Shupp and Arminio (2012) studied 
the relationship between new student affairs professionals and their supervisors and 
found that entry-level professionals desired supervisors who were accessible and who 
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provided guidance. It was recommended that student affairs preparation programs present 
a strong depiction of how positional power impacts influence (Renn & Hodges, 2007). 
New professionals indicated that they had to transition from the focus being on them to 
the focus being on themselves to the focus being on others (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). 
Marsh (2001) wrote that new student affairs professionals often supervised student 
employees who are close to their age and level of development. The dynamics of the 
supervisor-supervisee relationship can lead to unethical conduct (Marsh, 2001). The 
findings discussed in this section of the literature review highlight the importance of 
developing OHR competence, specifically supervision skills, among student affairs 
professionals throughout their careers.  
Research identified a number of concerns associated with the OHR competency 
area. One of the areas of concerns identified was supervision. One study found that, on 
average, student affairs professionals met with their supervisors less than one time per 
month and nearly half of student affairs professionals met with their supervisor for a 
managerial session less than five times per year (Saunders et al., 2000). Participants in 
Arminio and Creamer’s (2001) study indicated that they felt that not enough time was 
spent on developing student affairs professionals as supervisors, especially in graduate 
school. Reynolds and Altabef (2015) found that student affairs graduate programs 
generally did not cover supervision in course syllabi. The combination of the competency 
not being addressed to the same level as other competencies in student affairs preparatory 
programs and an apparent lack of intentional development through supervision may lead 
to the OHR competency area being underdeveloped. 
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Additional research discussed student affairs professionals lacking in specific 
areas within the OHR competency area. For example, Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) and 
Waple (2006) found that new professionals lacked skills in budgeting. Waple (2006) also 
reported that entry-level professionals indicated that they felt they had a low level of 
competence in strategic planning. As mentioned in the review of the leadership literature, 
there was considerable overlap between the leadership and OHR competency areas. 
Stewart and Williams (2010) found that the interviewed senior student affairs officers 
described budgeting and fiscal management as “at the heart of their work” (p. 279). The 
senior student affairs officers described fiscal management as a component and factor of 
everything that is done within student affairs and higher education (Stewart & Williams, 
2010). On the other hand, Lee and Helm (2013) found that individuals entering into 
student affairs struggle with the level of importance placed on fiscal matters. The findings 
of Stewart and Williams (2010) and Lee and Helm (2013) illustrate disconnect between 
the perceptions of senior student affairs officers and entry-level professionals. 
The information discussed in this section highlights the challenges that 
individuals face when transitioning into student affairs. Supervision, budget management, 
and general management were core concepts of OHR discussed in the literature. The 
connection between OHR and other competency areas, the presence of OHR in the 
literature, and the challenges associated with transitioning into student affairs and gaining 
a level of OHR competence are reasons why OHR was selected as a component of the 
research questions. 
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Attainment of Competence 
The establishment of competencies, whether through ACPA and NASPA or other 
organizations and researchers, helped to establish a set of expectations for the student 
affairs profession. The establishment of expectations is one of the key characteristics of 
professions. Munsch and Cortez (2014) wrote of the ACPA and NASPA competencies 
that they provided an “opportunity to promote and unify student affairs professionals in 
excellence standards” (p. 52). The question moves from what are the expectations of 
student affairs professionals to how do student affairs professionals attain competence? 
Research indicated that student affairs professionals developed competence 
through a variety of methods. Individual student affairs professionals highly weighed 
practical experience over other experiences (Kretovics, 2002). Mather et al. (2010) 
studied where new professionals obtained skills related to specific competencies. They 
found new professionals reported obtaining skills in the classroom related to managing 
human resources and facilities, finances, and technology at lower levels than other 
competency areas. (Mather et al., 2010). These findings indicated that two of the 
competencies selected for this study, organizational and human resources and leadership, 
were addressed in preparatory program less than other competencies. New professionals 
reported that out of classroom experiences related to institutional culture and professional 
expectations were more impactful than classroom experiences on the same topics 
(Liddell, Wilson, Pasquesi, Hirschy, & Boyle, 2014). New professionals reported 
obtaining skills outside of the classroom related to assessment, evaluation, and research at 
the lowest level when compared to the other competency areas (Mather et al., 2010).  
51 
 
The literature indicated that different competency areas have different levels of 
attainment among student affairs professionals. Entry-level professionals indicated that 
they felt they had a high level of competence in a variety of areas, including student 
development theory, ethics, written and oral communication, and problem solving 
(Waple, 2006). Herdlein (2004) studied the perceived competence level of new 
professionals through the lens of chief student affairs officers. Chief student affairs 
officers reported that new professionals in student affairs possessed an adequate level of 
competence in counseling, student development theory, leadership, technology, 
understanding differences, and general student affairs knowledge. Additionally, chief 
student affairs officers expressed that new professionals in student affairs possessed an 
inadequate level of competence in legal knowledge, campus politics, strategic planning, 
budgeting, assessment and research, and writing skills (Herdlein, 2004). Burkard et al. 
(2005) found that mid-level and senior-level student affairs professionals expected new 
student affairs professionals to have a higher level of counseling skills. Both Herdlein 
(2004) and Waple (2006) found that entry-level professionals possessed an adequate level 
of competence as it relates to student development theory. The finding of Burkard et al. 
(2005) is inconsistent with the findings of Herdlein (2004).  
The research done by Burkard et al. (2005), Herdlein (2004), and Mather et al. 
(2010) exemplified the disconnect between the perceptions of student affairs 
professionals and their supervisors. The disconnect is not just with the desired level of 
competence, the disconnect is also for the perceived value of benefits. Belch and Mueller 
(2003) found that graduate students perceived the impact of living-in as more of a 
deterrent regarding working within residence life then chief housing officers reported. 
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Research has identified incongruence between the skills developed by new 
student affairs professionals in student affairs preparatory programs and those skills 
identified as needed by new professionals. The differences in perceptions of faculty 
members responsible for educating student affairs professionals and student affairs 
professionals were connected to competencies focused on “administrative practice, 
organizational management, and change…” (Kuk et al., 2007, p. 684). Student affairs 
professionals reported these competency areas as having a higher level of importance 
then the level or importance reported by faculty. Waple (2006) compared reported 
competency attainment in graduate programs to reported competency usage among entry-
level professionals. Waple (2006) found microcomputers; budget and fiscal management; 
strategic planning; and supervision are competency areas in which entry-level 
professionals reported a low level of attainment and a high level of use. Research design 
and the history of higher education competency areas were attained at a high level within 
graduate preparation programs and used at a low level by entry-level professionals 
(Waple, 2006).  
The literature reviewed curriculum and graduate preparatory programs. Herdlein, 
Kline, Boquard, and Haddad (2010) reviewed 85 programs listed on the ACPA website 
and found that 25% of master’s student were required to take a law course and less than 
half of the 25% of the programs that offered a budgeting course required the course for 
graduation. Professionalism, budgeting, leadership, and legal knowledge were skills 
faculty identified as the least needed for new professionals entering the field (Herdlein et 
al., 2010). Cooper et al. (2016) found that supervision, strategic planning, institutional 
and campus politics, and technological competence are not often addressed by a 
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dedicated course in student affairs preparatory programs, but the skills are central to the 
success of student affairs professionals. This is another example of OHR and leadership 
being identified within student affairs competency literature. 
Research identified areas of congruence between student affairs preparatory 
programs and those skills identified as needed by student affairs professionals. Faculty 
and student affairs professionals shared a similar sense of importance regarding the 
importance of professional knowledge. However, they also found disagreement on where 
professional knowledge is primarily obtained. Faculty reported that professional 
knowledge was obtained within the classroom and student affairs professionals reported 
that professional knowledge was obtained on the job (Kuk et al., 2017). Kuk et al. (2007) 
concluded that “the differences in perceptions found within this study suggest that the 
three groups – SAOs [student affairs officers], midlevel managers, and faculty – may not 
view the role and outcomes of the graduate preparation in the same way” (p. 684). 
Job Satisfaction 
Job Satisfaction Survey 
Job satisfaction can be measured through a variety of methods. For example, Tull 
(2006) used the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire, a six-item 
instrument, to measure satisfaction among student affairs professionals. Rosser and 
Javinar (2003) developed an instrument that, among other items, measured satisfaction. 
The intent of the instrument was to measure the level of satisfaction of mid-level student 
affairs professionals. This study utilized the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS). The JSS is a 
36-item instrument that measures overall and various specific forms of satisfaction. 
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 The specific forms of satisfaction within the JSS are nine unique subscales. The 
nine subscales are pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, 
operating procedures, coworkers, nature of work, and communication. The subscales are 
referred to as subconstructs throughout this study. The nine subconstructs combine to 
create the overall job satisfaction construct. The strongest portion of the instrument is the 
overall job satisfaction construct. The strength of the subconstructs and the overall 
construct are discussed in more detail in Chapter III. 
Spector (2007) described two approaches to summarizing the results of the JSS as 
it related to the level of satisfaction reported by the sample. The first approach, the 
“normative approach,” was described as a general comparison between different groups 
within a sample. If a group had a higher overall job satisfaction score than a comparison 
or control group, the group is generally more satisfied. The second approach, the 
“absolute approach,” utilized set scores to define satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Spector 
(2007) indicated that an overall mean, after adjustment for reverse scored items, above a 
4.0 within the absolute approach represented job satisfaction. An adjusted mean of less 
than 3.0 indicated job dissatisfaction. An adjusted mean greater than 3.0 and less than 4.0 
indicated ambivalence towards job satisfaction (Spector, 2007). Both the normative and 
absolute comparison methods were utilized in the discussion of the survey results. 
Perhaps the closest published study to the design and purpose to this study was 
research by Barret el al. (2002). Barrett et al. (2002) utilized the JSS in a survey sent to 
athletic trainers in the Southeastern Conference. Respondents included trainers with a 
wide variety of professional experience, ranging from new to highly experienced. The 
values recorded by Barret et al. (2002) were recorded as the overall score and not the 
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scaled value; the subscales are based on the total potential value, 24, and the overall job 
satisfaction was out of 144. This researcher adjusted the values by dividing the reported 
total by the number of items within the construct or subconstruct to reflect the scaled 
value to report the information consistent with how it is reported for this study. The 
maximum value within the study was 6.0. Barrett et al. (2002) found the supervision 
(5.0), nature of work (5.0), and coworkers (5.0) received the highest satisfaction values. 
Operating conditions (3.8), promotion (3.5), and pay (3.3) received the lowest satisfaction 
values. The remaining subconstructs received satisfaction values are as follows; 
communication (4.3), fringe benefits (4.0), and contingent rewards (3.9). The overall job 
satisfaction value was 4.2 (Barrett et al., 2002). This study illustrated the range of job 
satisfaction levels that can be identified through utilizing the JSS. 
In addition to the use of the JSS by Barret et al. (2002), the JSS was utilized in 
education research on several other occasions. One other example is Astrauskaite, 
Vaitkevicius, and Perminas (2011), they used the JSS to measure the level of satisfaction 
among secondary teachers in Lithuania. Astrauskaite et al. (2011) performed a factor 
analysis on the responses to the JSS by Lithuanian teachers and found that the best fit 
included three facets; promotion, supervision, and nature of work. They cautioned that 
the sample used for their factor analysis may be insufficient for widespread 
generalizability (Astrauskaite et al., 2011). 
Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals 
In addition to the perceived competence level of student affairs professionals, the 
level of job satisfaction of student affairs professionals is the core of this study. New 
professionals indicated that they felt a deep level of incongruence with the culture of the 
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institution at which they worked. They also indicated that they were unaware of the role 
that organizational politics had within student affairs prior to working within the field as 
full-time professionals. The deep level of incongruence led them to question their fit with 
the student affairs profession (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008).  
Previously in the literature review, the role and positive impact of supervisors and 
mentors were discussed. Research indicated that there is a low level of satisfaction among 
entry-level professionals (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 2014). Tull 
(2006) found a positive correlation between the level of synergistic supervision received 
by student affairs employees and their level of job satisfaction. Synergistic supervision 
was described as a supervisor balancing the needs of the employee and the needs of the 
position (Tull, 2006). Renn and Hodges (2007) reported that new professionals described 
their professional experience through the lens of the relationships that they had and the 
relationships that they lacked. They described new professionals in their study as being 
frustrated when their supervisors were not acting like mentors (Renn & Hodges, 2007). 
The research indicated that inconsistencies exist between what student affairs 
professional expect and what they report experiencing. A level of incongruence between 
expectations of entry-level professionals and institutional culture led new professionals to 
question their ‘fit’ within student affairs (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 
2014). In a review of competency literature, Kuk and Hughes (2003) discussed the gap 
between the knowledge and expectations of new student affairs professionals and the 
expectations that they faced in their initial positions. They argued that the gap may have a 
negative impact on professionals within student affairs (Kuk & Hughes, 2003). Studies 
have shown that new professionals were underprepared in several areas; including 
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assessment, organizational politics, and supervision (Dickerson et al., 2011; Janosik, 
Carpenter, & Creamer, 2006; Waple, 2006; Young & Janosik, 2007).  
The inconsistencies identified by researchers included an apparent level of 
disconnect between prospective and new professionals and their employer. Belch and 
Mueller (2003) surveyed senior housing officers and graduate students searching for full-
time residence life positions and found that perceived quality of life, compensation 
packages, and interest in residence life were challenges associated with the recruitment of 
hall directors. Additionally, senior housing officers indicated a higher level of value to 
benefits associated with the residence life positions as compared to the prospective 
employees (Belch & Mueller, 2003). Another example of disconnect was described by 
Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) as some new professionals had an unrealistic expectation 
of their supervisor due to a lack of understanding on the difference between the role of a 
supervisor and of a mentor. 
Researchers identified factors that had a positive influence on job satisfaction. 
Morale and professional development had a positive impact on the level of satisfaction of 
mid-level professionals (Rosser & Javinar, 2003). Rosser and Javinar (2003) found that 
mid-level student affairs professionals reported receiving “sufficient guidance, feedback, 
and mentoring, and the relationships built with senior administrators are positive and 
trustworthy” (p. 823). The findings of Rosser and Javinar (2003) are significantly 
different from the previously discussed findings of Saunders et al. (2000). Saunders et al. 
(2000) indicated that student affairs professionals reported receiving insufficient 
guidance and feedback from supervisors. Tull (2006) indicated that having a positive 
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relationship with a supervisor was related to job satisfaction. Supervision is a component 
of the OHR competency area and is discussed further in Chapter V. 
Advancement within Student Affairs 
Promotion is one of the subconstructs that comprised the overall job satisfaction 
construct within the JSS. Sermersheim and Keim (2005) reported that of the mid-level 
professionals surveyed, 68% wanted a promotion or other change within their position. 
The combination of a seemingly stationary market for faculty and limited number of 
chief student affairs officer positions may result in a surplus in mid-level professionals 
who are not ideally suited for mid-level positions due to being over educated and at times 
under experienced (Saunders & Cooper, 1999). Mather et al. (2009) found that mid-level 
professionals often needed to transition to lateral positions at new institutions. In an 
examination of the career paths that senior student affairs officers took to their positions, 
Biddix (2013) found the most common path to become a senior student affairs officer 
included being a director, or the equivalent, in housing and residential life, student 
activities, or the dean of students. Additionally, it was found that a doctorate was more 
common for senior student affairs officers at doctoral and master’s institutions than other 
types of institutions. Finally, work experience was equally important to advancing to a 
senior student affairs officer position as a degree (Biddix, 2013).  
Research has found that work experience was not the only factor that influenced 
advancement within student affairs. In a qualitative study of female student affairs 
professionals, Marshall (2009) found that participants reported making professional and 
personal compromises during their careers. The compromises included “accepting only 
positions that were conducive for their families, forgoing education, limiting their 
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involvement in professional organizations, and making less money” (p. 197-198). Some 
of the participants explained their professional sacrifice through declining potential 
positions and others through articulating that they did not explore options that they may 
have otherwise explored. Additionally, Marshall (2009) found that the balance of being a 
mother and a student affairs professional led to participants in the study reporting high 
levels of personal and job satisfaction. 
Turnover among Student Affairs Professionals 
This section will review the literature that discussed retention and attrition of 
student affairs professionals. The majority of the research, and a majority of this section, 
focuses on the attrition of student affairs professionals. Attrition is not a new topic of 
research within student affairs. Lawing et al. (1982) described “deans are just as likely to 
think about leaving as are those who are in other positions within student affairs” (p. 24). 
Student affairs professional separate from their position for five reasons, (a) professional 
reasons, (b) personal reasons, (c) retirement, (d) involuntary separation, and (e) 
incapacitating illness or death (Conley, 2001). Conley (2001) argues that separation 
needs to be added to Winston and Creamer’s (1997) model for stages of employment. 
The topic of turnover was discussed through different perspectives in the literature. 
One aspect of turnover research focused on identifying the reasons that student 
affairs professionals left the field. Lorden (1998) found that student affairs professionals 
left the field because of (a) burnout, (b) unclear job expectations, (c) incongruences 
between the reasons why they entered the field and what they do within the field, and (d) 
low pay. In a more recent study, Marshall, Gardner, Hughes, and Lowery (2016) found 
that student affairs professionals left the profession for similar reasons, specifically they 
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found that student affairs professionals left the field because of (a) burnout, (b) salary 
related issues, (c) career alternatives, (d) work/family conflicts, (e) limited advancement, 
(f) supervisor issues, (g) institutional fit, and (h) a loss of passion. Lorden’s (1998) 
findings and the findings of Marshall et al. (2016) mirror each other, student affairs 
professionals left the profession due to pay, a sense of disconnect between what they 
want to be doing and what they are doing, and burnout.  
Hunter (1992) found that new professionals expressed concern for their longevity 
within student affairs due apprehensions related to institutional budgets and the stability 
of student affairs. Tull (2006) wrote a simplified version of why student affairs 
professionals left the field, “new professionals leave the field of student affairs 
administration every year. One common reason for this attrition is job dissatisfaction” (p. 
465). The quality of supervision received influenced the likelihood that a new 
professional was successful or if the new professional considered leaving the field of 
student affairs (Tull, 2006).  
Research discussed satisfaction and turnover of mid-level student affairs 
professionals. Wilson, Liddell, Hirschy, and Pasquesi (2016) found that career 
commitment and experience of mid-level student affairs professionals had a positive 
correlation. They defined career commitment as an individual’s desire to work within a 
specific field (Wilson et al., 2016). The relationship between satisfaction of mid-level 
student affairs professionals and their intentions to leave their positions was studied by 
Rosser and Javinar (2003). They found that as the length of time a mid-level professional 
worked at an institution their morale decreased, however they also found that 
professionals became less likely to leave their position and institution the longer that they 
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worked at the institution and in a position. There was a negative correlation between 
intent to leave a position and satisfaction (Rosser & Javinar, 2003). In other words, 
increased job satisfaction was found to have decreased levels of intent to leave among. 
Research has also examined the attitudes of future student affairs professionals 
during graduate preparatory programs. Graduate students began to consider leaving the 
field of student affairs during their academic program (Silver & Jakeman, 2014). The 
most common reasons for graduate students to consider leaving the field included “(a) 
distance from the institutional mission, (b) student affairs as devalued work, (c) lack of 
personal and professional fulfillment, (d) emotional burdens as a result of working with 
students, and (e) financial concerns” (Silver & Jakeman, 2014, p. 175). A perceived level 
of disconnect between the educational and academic mission of the institution and the 
focus of student affairs caused employees to feel as if their work was not valued (Silver 
& Jakeman, 2014). Themes identified as to why individuals plan to leave student affairs 
included a perceived lack of institutional support, lack of value for student affairs, and 
burnout. They also found that graduate students considered pay and level of education 
required to gain employment within student affairs as reasons why they considered 
leaving the profession. Finally, individuals who struggled to identify how they would 
achieve a work-life balance were more likely to leave the field then those who developed 
a strategy for achieving a work-life balance (Silver & Jakeman, 2014).  
The retention of student affairs professionals within the field of student affairs, or 
conversely the attrition of student affairs professionals within the field, was researched 
for decades. Lorden (1998) and Tull (2006) found that over 50% of student affairs 
professionals left the field within five years of entry. Earlier research indicated that 
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approximately 39% of student affairs professionals remained in the field for longer than 
six years (Holmes, Verrier, & Chisholm, 1983). Renn and Hodges (2007) found a high 
level of turnover among student affairs employees. More recent research found that of 
those studied, three quarters of the sample left student affairs prior to turning thirty-five 
years of age and 41.7% left after spending between one and five years within the field 
(Marshall et al., 2016). 
Research has indicated that the level of attrition among student affairs employees 
is a reason for concern. In a study conducted by Rosser and Javinar (2003) mid-level 
professionals indicated that turnover within their areas was an issue. In a study of chief 
housing officers, 55.9% of the participants indicated they held an unplanned search to 
replace a hall director who left unexpectedly (Belch & Mueller, 2003). Kortegast and 
Hamrick (2009) studied voluntary staff departures and found that some student affairs 
professionals do not know how to leave a position on good terms and that a portion of a 
professional leaving a position positively is attributed to the relationship that the 
professional had with their supervisor. Most chief housing officers reported having lost a 
full-time hall director after less than one year (Belch & Mueller, 2003). Rosser and 
Javinar (2003) found the mid-level professionals they studied were generally satisfied 
with their work, however their turnover rate was higher than other professional groups 
within higher education. They concluded that “finding the optimum demarcation between 
a good and bad turnover rate continues to be a challenge; therefore, it is imperative that 
institutions throughout higher education continue to examine the quality of student affairs 
leaders professional and institutional work lives within their individual campuses” 
(Rosser & Javinar, 2003, p. 825). 
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Summary 
 The literature reviewed throughout this chapter provided the background and 
foundation used in the development of the research questions. Assessment, evaluation, 
and research; leadership; and organizational and human resources were competency areas 
addressed throughout the literature. Themes discussed throughout the chapter included 
disconnect within student affairs research and practice; the perceived value and 
attainment of competency areas; and influencers on satisfaction and dissatisfaction of 
student affairs employees. Topics covered within the themes included the role of 
supervision, professional development, graduate preparatory programs, and mentorship 
within student affairs. The rationale for a connection between perceived competence and 
job satisfaction was explored. The following chapter provides the procedure used to 
develop a survey tool, implement the survey, and evaluate the results of the survey as it 
relates to the established research questions. Portions of the literature reviewed in this 
chapter will be addressed further in Chapter V, specifically as they relate to the findings 
of the study.  
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
The purpose of this study was to test the relationship between perceived 
competence levels and job satisfaction of student affairs professionals. The researcher 
hypothesized that there was a positive relationship between perceived competence levels 
and job satisfaction levels. As discussed in the literature review, research has identified 
several competency areas that were routinely acknowledged as areas of performance 
concern for student affairs professionals. The instrument utilized a modified version of 
the National Survey of Student Affairs Professionals (NSSAP) to measure perceived 
competence levels of participants. The instrument utilized the Job Satisfaction Survey 
(JSS) to measure job satisfaction of participants. The sample for the study was drawn 
from qualifying institutions within a selected region that agreed to participate. The study 
tested the relationship between perceived competence levels and job satisfaction through 
use of a non-experimental survey design. The results of the cross-section survey were 
analyzed using quantitative methods. 
Participants 
Individuals eligible for participation in the study were those whom, at the time of 
the study, were employed as full-time student affairs professionals at participating 
institutions. The researcher requested participation from 27 non-profit, four-year 
institutions in a specific region of the Midwest. The sample population included 
individuals who worked in housing, union services, student support services, counseling 
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services, and a variety of other subcategories within the field of student affairs. 
Individuals were eligible for participation within the study based on their employment 
within the division of student affairs, or the equivalent division, at their institution. 
Eligibility did not include individuals whose primary role was self-identified as a 
graduate employee, administrative support, auxiliary service worker, or faculty. Prior to 
sending the instrument to potential participants, the researcher received approval from the 
Institutional Review Board at the University of North Dakota. The response rate and 
demographic information regarding participants is included in the results portion of 
Chapter IV. 
Instrument 
The survey was comprised of 80 unique items. The items were grouped into three 
categories. The categories are: (a) basic demographic questions, 12 items, (b) job 
satisfaction questions, 36 items, and (c) perceived competence questions, 32 items. The 
instrument was tested through a pilot study. The modification to the instrument are 
identified within the pilot study review section in this chapter. 
Demographic Information 
Individual demographics. Ten items were included for individual demographics. 
Participants were asked to identify their professional position level, gender, 
race/ethnicity, age, highest degree obtained, area of employment within student affairs, 
years of professional experience, years of professional experience at their current 
institution, years since obtaining their last degree, and national organization membership. 
Four of the five individual demographic questions were included to provide an 
understanding of the individuals who selected to participate in the study. The professional 
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position level question was utilized to determine participant eligibility for the study. If an 
individual selected a position level that was not eligible for the study, the participant was 
automatically directed to the end of the instrument.  
Institutional demographics. Two items were included for institutional 
demographics. Participants were asked to identify if their employing institution was a 
public or private institution and the approximate enrollment size of their institution. All 
of the individual and institutional demographic were developed from demographic 
questions in the NSSAP. 
Job Satisfaction Measures 
The job satisfaction items were the measures developed as the JSS (Spector, 
1985). The JSS had nine subconstructs for measuring overall job satisfaction. Each of the 
subconstructs were included in this research design. All items within the subconstructs 
utilized four individual items with a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. Several items were reversed scored. Prior to determining 
subscale and overall satisfaction levels the reversed scored items were adjusted to be 
consistent with the other items. The subconstructs totals were averaged by adding the 
responses to individual subset items and dividing the total by the number of items in the 
subset. The same process was used for determining the overall recorded job satisfaction 
level of each participant. 
Pay. The pay subscale was composed of four individual items. The pay subscale 
measured the level of satisfaction individuals report for compensation (Spector, 2001). 
Two of the four items were reverse scored. A coefficient alpha, or Cronbach’s alpha, 
measured the internal consistency of a construct (Warner, 2013). The coefficient alpha 
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reported for the pay subscale is .75 (Spector, 1985). The coefficient alphas for the job 
satisfaction subscales and the overall scales are included in Table 1.  
Promotion. The promotion subscale was composed of four individual items. The 
promotion subscale measured the level of satisfaction individuals report for promotion 
opportunities (Spector, 2001). One of the four items was reverse scored. Spector (1985) 
reported a coefficient alpha for the promotion subscale as .73. 
Supervision. The supervision subscale was comprised of four individual items. 
The supervision subscale measured the level of satisfaction individuals report with their 
immediate supervisor (Spector, 2001). Two of the four items were reverse scored. 
Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the promotion subscale as .82, suggesting 
that the supervision subscale was a reliable variable and that the subscale items acted as a 
construct. 
Fringe. The fringe subscale was comprised of four individual items. The fringe 
subscale measures the level of satisfaction individuals report with monetary and 
nonmonetary fringe benefits (Spector, 2001). Two of the four items were reverse scored. 
Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the promotion subscale as .73. 
Contingent rewards. The contingent rewards subscale was comprised of four 
individual items. The contingent rewards subscale measures the level of satisfaction 
individuals report with receiving recognition and rewards for position work (Spector, 
2001). Three of the four items were reverse scored. Spector (1985) reported a coefficient 
alpha for the contingent rewards subscale as .76, suggesting that the contingent rewards 
subscale was a reliable variable and that the subscale items acted as a construct. 
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Operating procedures. The operating procedures subscale was comprised of four 
individual items. The operating procedures subscale measures the level of satisfaction 
individuals report with policies and procedures (Spector, 2001). Three of the four items 
were reverse scored. Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the operating 
procedures subscale as .62. Streiner (2003) recommended that a coefficient alpha for a 
research study be at least .70. The operating procedures and coworkers subscale had 
reported coefficient alpha values lower than .70. As such, the subscale items were 
included for descriptive statistics, but not included in the linear regression analysis.  
Coworkers. The coworkers subscale was comprised of four individual items. The 
coworkers subscale measures the level of satisfaction individuals report regarding the 
people with whom they work (Spector, 2001). Two of the four items were reverse scored. 
Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the coworkers subscale as .60. 
Nature of work. The nature of work subscale was comprised of four individual 
items. The nature of work subscale measures the level of satisfaction individuals report 
regarding the job duties that they perform (Spector, 2001). One of the four items was 
reverse scored. Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the nature of work 
subscale as .78, suggesting that the nature of work subscale was a reliable variable and 
that the subscale items acted as a construct. 
Communication. The communication subscale was comprised of four individual 
items. The communication subscale measures the level of satisfaction individuals report 
regarding the quality of communication throughout the organization (Spector, 2001). 
Three of the four items were reverse scored. Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha 
for the communication subscale is .71. 
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Total. The total scale was comprised of 36 individual items. The total satisfaction 
scale was the cumulative total of each of the subscales. Nineteen of the 36 items were 
reverse scored. Spector (1985) reported a coefficient alpha for the total scale as .91, 
suggesting that the total scale was reliable. 
Competence Measures 
The competence measures were developed from the ACPA and NASPA 
competencies. The measures were comprised of a modified version of the NSSAP. The 
NSSAP originally included 122 items (Sriram, 2014). Seventeen items comprised 
competencies outside of those identified by ACPA and NASPA and other items were 
included in the demographic questions. The remaining 74 items comprised nine of the 
competency areas identified by ACPA and NASPA. The competency areas included 
parallel competency concepts to the 2015 ACPA and NASPA competencies, specifically: 
(a) personal and ethical foundations; (b) values, philosophy, and history; (c) assessment, 
evaluation, and research; (d) law, policy, and governance; (e) organizational and human 
resources; (f) leadership; (g) social justice and inclusion; (h) student learning and 
development; and (i) advising and supporting. Each item utilized a six-point scale 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The competency questions not related 
to (a) assessment, evaluation, and research; (b) organizational and human resources; or 
(c) leadership were eliminated from the survey. The remaining 32 items were based on 
each competency area and an individual’s skill, attitude, and perception towards the 
competency area (Sriram, 2014). 
Assessment, evaluation, and research (AER). AER focused on an individual’s 
ability to use, design, and critique both qualitative and quantitative information (ACPA & 
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NASPA, 2010). The current NSSAP had 20 items to measure perceived AER competence 
that were broken down into three subcategories. Each of the 20 items are included in this 
study. Sriram (2014) defined the subcategories as research skills (rs), research values 
(rv), and research behaviors (rb). In Sriram’s (2014) development of the NSSAP 
instrument he found Cronbach’s alphas for the subcategories of .95, .86, and .88 
respectively. For this study, the subcategories of rs, rv, and rb were combined into the 
overall competency area of AER. 
Leadership (LEAD). The LEAD competency area referred to an individual’s 
ability to lead with and without positional authority. Further, it included providing 
leadership to students, other student affairs professionals, faculty, and other community 
members (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). The current NSSAP had five items that measured 
perceived LEAD competence and all of the items were included in this study. In Sriram’s 
(2014) development of the NSSAP instrument he found that this competency area had a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .88. 
Organizational and human resources (OHR). The OHR competency area 
referred to an individual’s knowledge and ability to operate within student affairs and 
manage others (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). The current NSSAP had seven items that 
measured perceived OHR competence and all of the items were included in this study. In 
Sriram’s (2014) development of the NSSAP instrument he found that this competency 
area had a Cronbach’s alpha of .89. 
Reliability and Validity 
The JSS was used by multiple researchers since its development in 1985 and was 
used in published articles in a variety of fields including higher education. The NSSAP, 
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developed in 2014, and to this researcher’s knowledge was not utilized in other published 
articles as of the time of this study. However, the article detailing the development of the 
NSSAP was published in the Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice. The 
Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice is a reputable student affairs journal. 
Furthermore, in the review of student affairs competencies, ACPA and NASPA cited the 
work done by Dr. Sriram, specifically as it related to the validity of constructs, to justify 
the merging of the personal foundations and ethics competencies (ACPA & NASPA, 
2015). 
Creswell (2014) suggested that if an instrument is combining two established 
instruments that a pilot study may validate that the reliability and validity of the initial 
instruments were not lost. The Cronbach’s alpha scores from the pilot study for each 
construct are reported in Table 1 and Table 2. The Cronbach’s alpha scores were largely 
consistent with the previously reported Cronbach’s alpha level. The researcher attributed 
inconsistencies within specific constructs to the small sample size of the pilot study. The 
pilot study had 21 participants begin and 19 participants complete the survey. Table 2 
includes competency areas in the pilot study not included in the final version of the study. 
Table 1. Measures of Internal Consistency for Job Satisfaction Construct and 
Subconstructs (Pilot Study). 
Pilot Study Constructs 
Spector (1985) 
α 
Pilot Study 
α 
Pay .75 .88 
Promotion .73 .90 
Supervision .82 .62 
Fringe Benefits .73 .45 
Contingent Rewards .76 .60 
Operating Procedures .62 .75 
Coworkers .60 .33 
Nature of Work .78 .72 
Communication .71 .80 
Overall .91 .86 
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Table 2. Measures of Internal Consistency for Competency Constructs (Pilot Study). 
Pilot Study Constructs 
Sriram (2014) 
α 
Pilot Study 
α 
Student Learning & Development .91 .92 
Research Skills (rs) .95 .95 
Research Values (rv) .86 .86 
Research Behaviors (rb) .88 .91 
History, Philosophy, & Values .88 .92 
Advising & Helping .78 .80 
Equity, Diversity, & Inclusion Attitudes .79 .90 
Equity, Diversity, & Inclusion Skills .84 .83 
Leadership (LEAD) .80 .88 
Ethical Professional Practice .80 .83 
Human & Organizational Resources (OHR) .89 .92 
Law, Policy, & Governance .88 .93 
 
Design/Analysis 
Research Design 
Both surveys, the JSS and NSSAP, were developed and published prior to use in 
this study (Spector, 1985; Sriram, 2014). To the best knowledge of the researcher, the 
two instruments were not previously used in conjunction with each other. The NSSAP 
consisted of 122 items (Sriram, 2014). The JSS consisted of 36 items (Spector, 1985). 
Sriram (2014) indicated a concern with the potential of participant fatigue due to the 
length of the NSSAP. As a result, this study used a modified version of the NSSAP. The 
instrument used for this study eliminated the competency measures included by Sriram 
that were not directly related to a competency area identified by ACPA and NASPA. 
Each competency area included in the NSSAP and the ACPA and NASPA competencies 
was included in the pilot study. The competency areas not specifically addressed in the 
research questions of the final study were eliminated in the final version of the 
instrument. The demographic questions asked as a portion of the research design are 
adapted from the NSSAP. 
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Pilot Study 
The instrument for the pilot study was administered during the summer of 2015. 
The pilot study instrument is included in Appendix A. The pilot study was sent to the 
individuals employed within student affairs divisions at two, four-year public institutions. 
The institutions selected for participation in the pilot study were selected based on the 
researcher’s availability to collect data and the shared region that the pilot sites had with 
the desired sample population. The pilot study was conducted to verify that the 
modifications made to the NSSAP did not significantly alter the validity of the 
instrument, allowed for an initial statistical analysis of the relationship between 
competency level and satisfaction, and identified any potential issues with the design of 
the instrument.  
The pilot study provided the researcher with information regarding the initial 
design of the study. The information provided by the pilot study was divided into three 
categories (a) instrument design, (b) implementation, and (c) the research questions. The 
pilot study provided general information related to the design of the instrument. The 
instrument was sent to 66 possible participants. The researcher sent out two reminder 
emails regarding the survey and within 24 hours of the first reminder email being sent an 
additional eight participants completed the survey. Of the 66 invitees, 21 started the 
survey, 19 completed a majority of the survey, and 18 completed it in its entirety. In other 
words, 31.8% of the invited participants initiated the survey. Of the 31.8% who initiated 
the survey, 90.5% of the participants answered enough of the instrument for their 
responses to be usable. The response rate for the survey was 28.8%. 
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The Cronbach alpha results from the pilot study are included in Table 1 and Table 
2. Of note, the Cronbach alpha for the overall job satisfaction measure, which is the 
measure used for statistical analysis in this study was .86. Some of the subconstructs 
within the JSS measures received lower Cronbach alpha scores. The Cronbach alpha 
scores for the competency areas were all at an acceptable level; LEAD had a Cronbach 
alpha of .88, OHR had a Cronbach alpha of .92, and the subconstructs of AER had 
Cronbach alpha’s of .95, .86. and .91. 
 Both the JSS and NSSAP were independently verified and validated as 
instruments. The Cronbach alpha scores for the competency constructs, overall job 
satisfaction construct, and job satisfaction subconstructs are reported in Table 1 and 
Table 2. The two weakest subconstructs in the pilot study were coworkers and fringe 
benefits. The researcher decided to keep each of the JSS items in the final version of the 
instrument due to the longevity of the JSS, the need to keep the overall satisfaction scale 
in place, the strong Cronbach alpha score for the overall satisfaction scale (.86), and the 
size of the pilot study. 
In reviewing the results, the researcher identified several minor errors within the 
survey design. This included a set of items with a five-point scale instead of the intended 
six-point scale. All items in the final version of the instrument had a six-point scale. A 
question was repeated within the JSS resulting in an item being skipped. The missed 
question was included in the final instrument. The duplicated question was in the final 
instrument one time. The final instrument for the study is included in Appendix B.  
The pilot study provided general information related to the implementation of the 
instrument. The researcher estimated that the survey would take thirty minutes to 
75 
 
complete and was concerned that individuals would not complete the survey as a result. 
As previously indicated, a high percentage of individuals who started the instrument 
completed the instrument. Furthermore, over half of the participants completed the 
survey in less than twenty minutes. In reviewing the research questions and the length of 
time needed to complete the survey, the researcher elected to further modify the NSSAP 
portion of the instrument to only include the questions that specifically related to the 
selected competency areas. The anticipated amount of time to complete the instrument 
was reduced to fewer than ten minutes.  
Finally, the pilot study revealed a potential obstacle within the framework of the 
research questions. Initially the research questions focused on entry-level professionals 
within student affairs. Of the 21 individuals who completed at least a part of the 
instrument, only six classified themselves as being in entry-level positions. The 
researcher identified the difficulty associated with having enough entry-level 
professionals complete the survey as an unintended complication.  
In reviewing the literature and the research questions, the researcher elected to 
broaden the focus of the research questions from entry-level student affairs professionals 
to student affairs professionals. Research regarding satisfaction and competence among 
student affairs professionals, as described in the literature review, pertained to student 
affairs professionals throughout the field. Further, the decision to exclude two-year 
colleges from participating within the study was made at this point. The expansion of 
eligible participants in the study based position level is offset, at least partially, by 
limiting the type of institution from which they were employed. 
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Research Questions 
Question 1. What is the perceived competence level among student affairs 
professionals in the assessment, evaluation, and research (AER); leadership (LEAD); and 
organizational and human resources (OHR) competency areas? 
Descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, and the percentage of 
agreement with each individual item were calculated. The percentage of agreement was 
the percentage of responses to each individual item of which the response was slightly 
agree, agree, or strongly agree. Additionally, the mean and standard deviation was 
calculated for the AER, LEAD, and OHR competency areas. These statistics indicated 
how student affairs professionals reported their level of competence within specific areas.  
Question 2. What is the level of job satisfaction among student affairs 
professionals? 
Descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, and the percentage of 
agreement with each individual item were calculated. The percentage of agreement was 
the percentage of responses to each individual item of which the response is slightly 
agree, agree, or strongly agree. Additionally, the mean and standard deviation was 
calculated for the pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, 
operating procedures, coworkers, nature of work, and communication subconstructs and 
overall job satisfaction construct areas. These statistics indicated how student affairs 
professionals reported their level of job satisfaction within specific areas.  
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Question 3. How do the perceived competence level and level of job satisfaction 
among student affairs professionals compare based on years of experience? 
The overall mean and standard deviation was calculated for each of the primary 
constructs (overall satisfaction, AER, LEAD, and OHR). Responses from those with five 
years of experience or less and those with more than five years of experience were 
divided into two groups. The mean for each of the primary constructs and the job 
satisfaction subconstructs was calculated and reported for each group. 
Question 4. Is there a linear relationship between perceived AER competence 
level and job satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
 The independent variable was the self-reported level of AER competence. The 
dependent variable was the self-reported level of overall job satisfaction. The overall job 
satisfaction construct was comprised of nine individual job satisfaction subconstructs. 
The subconstructs were pay, promotion, supervision, fringe, contingent rewards, 
operating procedures, coworkers, nature of work, and communication. The items in each 
subconstruct were combined to create the overall job satisfaction construct. The 
hypothesis was that as student affairs professionals report higher levels of competence in 
the AER, they would report higher levels of job satisfaction. A linear regression analysis 
was used to determine if a linear relationship existed between AER competence levels 
and overall job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. 
 The rationale for the hypothesis was that an increased AER competence level may 
have a significant relationship with increased levels of job satisfaction among student 
affairs professionals. Within the framework of professional competencies, ACPA and 
NASPA identified AER as a competency area. ACPA and NASPA (2015) defined the 
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professional competencies as being core to the student affairs profession. Research 
suggested that student affairs professionals struggled with the AER competence area 
(Bresciani, 2010; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Tyrell & Fey, 
2011; Young & Janosik, 2007). The job satisfaction framework suggested that disconnect 
between student affairs professionals and their job can lead to dissatisfaction and attrition 
(Hunter, 1992; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Tull, 2006). Wiggins and Moody (1983) 
reported that employee performance and level of job satisfaction were positively 
correlated for employees in human services positions. Spector (1985) developed the JSS, 
in part, based on this research. An increased level of AER competence may signal a 
lower level of disconnect and correspond with a higher level of job satisfaction among 
student affairs professionals.  
Question 5. Is there a linear relationship between perceived LEAD competence 
level and job satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
The independent variable was the self-reported level of LEAD competence. The 
dependent variable was the self-reported level of overall job satisfaction. The job 
satisfaction construct was comprised of nine individual job satisfaction subconstructs. 
The subconstructs were pay, promotion, supervision, fringe, contingent rewards, 
operating procedures, coworkers, nature of work, and communication. The items in each 
subconstruct are combined to create the overall job satisfaction construct. The hypothesis 
was as student affairs professionals report higher levels of competence in the LEAD 
competence area they would report higher levels of job satisfaction. A linear regression 
analysis was used to determine if a linear relationship exists between LEAD competence 
level and overall job satisfaction among student affairs professionals.  
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The rationale for the hypothesis was that an increased LEAD competence level 
may have a significant relationship with increased levels of job satisfaction among 
student affairs professionals. Within the framework of professional competencies, ACPA 
and NASPA identified LEAD as a competency area. ACPA and NASPA (2015) defined 
the professional competencies as a core to the student affairs profession. Research 
suggested that student affairs professionals struggle with the LEAD competence area 
(Herdlein, 2004; Herdlein et al., 2013; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). The job satisfaction 
framework suggested that disconnect between student affairs professionals and their job 
led to dissatisfaction and attrition (Hunter, 1992; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Tull, 2006). 
An increased level of LEAD competence may signal a lower level of disconnect and 
correspond with a higher level of job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. 
This was hypothesized because it was consistent with the assumption made by Spector 
(1985) in the development of the JSS, specifically that in human services professions 
satisfaction was associated with employee performance.  
Question 6. Is there a linear relationship between perceived OHR competence 
level and job satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
The independent variable was the self-reported level of OHR competence. The 
dependent variable was the self-reported level of overall job satisfaction. The job 
satisfaction construct was comprised of nine individual job satisfaction subconstructs. 
The subconstructs were pay, promotion, supervision, fringe, contingent rewards, 
operating procedures, coworkers, nature of work, and communication. The items in each 
subconstruct were combined to create the overall job satisfaction construct. The 
hypothesis was that as student affairs professionals report higher levels of competence in 
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the OHR competence area they will report higher levels of job satisfaction. A linear 
regression was used to determine if there was a linear relationship between OHR 
competence level and overall job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. 
 The rationale for the hypothesis was that an increased OHR competence level had 
a significant relationship with increased levels of job satisfaction among student affairs 
professionals. Within the framework of professional competencies, ACPA and NASPA 
identified OHR as a competency area. ACPA and NASPA (2015) defined the 
professional competencies as being core to the student affairs profession. Research 
suggested that student affairs professionals struggled and desired more development with 
the OHR competency area (Marsh, 2001; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Sermersheim & 
Keim, 2005). The job satisfaction framework suggested that disconnect between student 
affairs professionals and their job led to dissatisfaction and attrition (Hunter, 1992; Silver 
& Jakeman, 2014; Tull, 2006). An increased level of OHR competence may signal a 
lower level of disconnect and correspond with a higher level of job satisfaction among 
student affairs professionals. This was hypothesized because it was consistent with the 
assumption made by Spector (1985) in the development of the JSS, specifically in human 
services professions where satisfaction was associated with employee performance.  
Procedure 
The data was collected using a non-experimental survey instrument. The 
instrument was administered through Qualtrics. Prior to administering the survey, the 
researcher contacted the chief student affairs officer at institutions within the selected 
geographic region and requested that the institution participate in the study. After 
receiving permission and completing all needed institutional approval, the researcher 
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requested a listing of all student affairs professionals within the division from the chief 
student affairs officer. Emails were generated and sent to identified student affairs 
professionals at participating institutions. No individual identifying information was 
collected as a portion of the survey instrument. 
Data Collection 
Data collection began on December 2, 2017 and concluded on January 2, 2018. 
The researcher utilized Qualtrics for data collection. A link to the instrument was emailed 
to all identified participants by the researcher through Qualtrics. Identified participants 
who did not complete the instrument were sent up to two reminder requests to complete 
the instrument through email. The introductory section of the instrument provided 
information regarding informed consent. To progress from the introductory section of the 
instrument, participants indicated that they read and agreed to participate in the study. 
Participants did this by selecting ‘next’ on the introductory page.  
 The estimated time needed to complete the instrument was ten minutes. The 
estimated time to complete the instrument was reduced from the pilot study due to the 
removal of items. The estimated amount of time was included in the information shared 
with the potential participants. Additionally, the participants were notified that upon 
completing the instrument that had the opportunity to enter themselves into a drawing to 
receive a $100 Amazon gift card, one total, or a $25 Amazon gift card, four total. 
Participants entered into the drawing by entering their email address at the conclusion of 
the survey. The email addresses were not used for any other purpose and kept separate 
from the individual responses. Each email provided was assigned a number. A random 
number generator was used to identify five numbers and the corresponding email 
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addresses received a gift card from Amazon. Each selected recipient received their 
Amazon gift card on January 30, 2018. 
Data Analysis 
Individual responses were evaluated for use in the study. Individual responses that 
did not meet the conditions of the study were not included in the analysis. In order for a 
response to be included in the study, the response needed to indicate that the individual 
was a full time professional within student affairs and have completed items in all three 
portions of the survey. If an individual response was determined not to meet the 
conditions of the study, the response was not included in the statistical analysis or the 
demographic information. The total number of responses and the number of usable 
responses is reported with the demographic information in the following chapter. The 
number of responses that were not included and the rationale for their exclusion, is also 
reported with the demographic information in Chapter IV. After collecting the data, 
several categories for the demographic questions were combined to allow for ease of 
comparison. This was done due to limited number of specific responses to specific items.  
Three of the research questions focused on testing the relationship between a 
specific competency area and overall job satisfaction. As discussed in Chapter II, AER, 
OHR, and LEAD are the three competency areas that were identified for further statistical 
analysis. Each competency area was evaluated through a linear regression analysis.  
Statistical software. The instrument was created and distributed using Qualtrics. 
Data was stored in the Qualtrics system during the collection period. At the end of the 
collection period, the researcher exported the data from Qualtrics in a SPSS compatible 
file. The SPSS compatible file was then uploaded to the available version of IBM SPSS 
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Statistics, SPSS 24. The statistical analysis, including frequencies and descriptive 
statistics were done through utilizing SPSS 24 and Microsoft Excel. 
Missing data. The protocol for addressing missing data differed based on the 
specific data point that was missing. Missing data was evaluated based on if it was 
demographic information, job satisfaction information, or perceived competence level 
information. If a participant did not complete any portion of the instrument to a useable 
level, the response was excluded. The total number of excluded responses is reported in 
Chapter IV. This section describes the protocol used for handling missing data. 
Missing demographic data was treated based on if it was central to the purpose of 
the research or not. An example of this was if a person did not respond to the gender 
question, the response was included in the analysis. The response was included because 
gender was not central to the research questions. The only demographic item that was 
tied to the each of the research questions was the position type question. If a response to 
the question was not made, the response was excluded from the analysis. 
The following is the protocol used for addressing missing data in the job 
satisfaction section. If there was only a single item missing in a job satisfaction 
subconstruct the data was included within the results. The adjusted average of the 
remaining three items replaced the missing value. The adjusted average refers to 
adjusting the average score and replaced score based on whether or not each item is 
reverse scored. This practice was consistent with protocol for handling missing data 
described by Spector (1985) in the development of the JSS. If multiple items were 
missing within a subconstruct the response was not included in the evaluation or 
reporting of information.  
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Missing data from the competency portion of the instrument was addressed in a 
parallel process to how missing job satisfaction items were addressed. If only one item 
from a specific competency area was missing, the remaining items were averaged, and 
the average response replaced the missed response. If multiple items from a specific 
competency area was missing, the response was excluded due to the missing data.  
Summary 
The study was designed to test the relationship between the perceived competence 
level of student affairs professionals and their level of job satisfaction. The instrument 
consisted of demographic information, the JSS, and a modified version of the NSSAP. 
The instrument was sent to student affairs professionals at participating institutions. The 
instrument was sent through email and utilized Qualtrics. The information was analyzed 
with the aid of SPSS 24. SPSS 24 was used to evaluate data and answer the research 
questions identified in this study. The results are reported in Chapter IV. The findings of 
this study will help to advance knowledge regarding student affairs professionals.   
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 The purpose of this chapter is the sharing of the results of the survey responses 
and the statistical analysis of the responses. The survey and the analysis of the survey 
follows the procedure established in Chapter III. This chapter addresses each of the 
research questions and the data collected to answer those questions. Additionally, this 
chapter provides an overview of the demographic characteristics, both individual and 
institutional, of those who participated in the study. The results will be discussed in more 
detail in Chapter V. 
Participants 
 Prior to launching the survey, the researcher reached out to the chief student 
affairs officers at each non-profit, four-year institution in the chosen region. The 
researcher reached out to 27 chief student affairs officers. After receiving permission 
from a chief student affairs officer to include an institution within the study, the 
researcher completed any additional requirements of the institution’s research review 
board. Nine of the 27 institutions participated in the study. The nine institutions 
represented both public and private institutions and institutions whose enrollment ranged 
from less than 5,000 students to over 25,000 students. The variety in the size and type of 
institutions represented in the participating institutions appeared to be a representative 
sample of the invited institutions.  
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Eighteen of 27 institutions did not participate in the study. Several of these 
institutions indicated interest in participating in the study, but for a variety of reasons 
were unable to participate. Some of the reasons the additional institutions did not 
participate included the researcher not having a sponsor from the institution to survey the 
staff, the responses from the chief student affairs officers being received by the researcher 
after the survey started, and the researcher not receiving responses from the chief student 
affairs officer. 
 The survey was sent to 413 potential participants. Of the potential participants, 
173, 41.9%, initiated the survey. Of the 173 responses, 11 of the responses were by 
individuals who did not identify primarily as a student affairs professional. These results 
are included in Table 3. The individuals who indicated that they did not primarily identify 
as student affairs professionals were not asked any additional questions. Of the remaining 
162 responses, 147, 90.7%, of the responses were usable. Eighteen of the 147 usable 
responses did not answer one of the items addressing job satisfaction or perceived 
competence. The procedure for addressing missed responses outlined in Chapter III was 
used in response to the missed responses. Fifteen, 9.3%, of the responses were not usable 
due to multiple missing items within one or more of the competency constructs or job 
satisfaction subconstructs. The study received a higher survey initiation rate, 41.9% to 
31.8%, and usable response rate, 90.7% to 90.5%, than the pilot study.  
Table 3. Individual Demographic Information. 
Demographic Category 
Overall Sample 
Count 
(n=173*, 162) %/M 
Current Level of Position   
Auxiliary Services Worker  2 1.2 
Administrative Assistant / office manager / secretary 5 2.9 
Graduate student 3 1.8 
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Table 3. cont. 
Demographic Category 
Overall Sample 
Count 
(n=173*, 162) %/M 
Entry-level professional 29 17.0 
Mid-manager, non-director level 48 28.1 
Director-level, supervisor of one department 53 31.0 
Dean-level, supervisor of multiple departments 11 6.4 
Senior Student Affairs Officer 8 4.7 
Faculty member 1 0.6 
Other 11 6.4 
Gender   
Female 109 69.0 
Male 48 30.4 
Other gender identity 1 0.6 
Race / Ethnicity   
American Indian / Alaska Native / Native Hawaiian 4 2.5 
Asian / Asian American / Pacific Islander / South 
Asian 
9 5.7 
Black / African American 7 4.4 
Hispanic / Latino(a) 4 2.5 
Multiracial  6 3.8 
White / Caucasian 124 78.5 
Other 4 2.5 
Age   
25 or younger 7 4.4 
26-30 31 19.5 
31-35 30 18.9 
36 or older 91 57.2 
Highest Degree Obtained   
Bachelor’s 24 15.2 
Master’s 109 69.0 
Doctoral Degree (e.g. Ed.D., Ph.D., J.D.) 25 15.8 
Area of Work   
Academic affairs / academic department 7 4.4 
Academic success 3 1.9 
Admissions 5 3.1 
Campus recreation 5 3.1 
Career services 13 8.2 
Counseling and health 27 17.0 
Disability services 3 1.9 
Greek life 3 1.9 
Judicial affairs 6 3.8 
Leadership development 1 0.6 
LGBT services 1 0.6 
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Table 3. cont. 
Demographic Category 
Overall Sample 
Count   
(n=173*, 162) %/M 
Multicultural affairs 11 6.9 
Orientation 2 1.3 
Residence life 20 12.6 
Service learning 3 1.9 
Student activities 9 5.7 
Union 10 6.3 
Other 30 18.9 
Years since highest degree   
Less than 3 years 30 19.0 
3-5 years 31 19.6 
6-10 years 32 20.2 
10 or more years 65 41.1 
Full-time at current institution   
Less than 3 years 55 36.2 
3-5 years 17 11.2 
6-10 years 27 17.8 
10 or more years 53 34.9 
Full-time in higher education   
Less than 3 years 29 19.1 
3-5 years 21 13.8 
6-10 years 28 18.4 
10 or more years 74 48.7 
Membership in a National Organization   
Yes 119 78.3 
No 33 21.7 
*11 participants surveys ended based on their response to current position question 
because their response indicated that they were not a member of the intended sample. 
 
Individual Demographics 
 The individual demographic questions were divided into two subgroups. The two 
subgroups were the questions related to the personal identity of the participant and the 
questions related to professional experience of the participant. Reviewing the personal 
identity related demographic questions indicated that a majority of the participants 
identified as female (69.0%), as White / Caucasian (78.5%), and as 36 years of age or 
older (57.2%). A lower percentage of the participants identified as male (30.4%), as a 
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race / ethnicity other than White / Caucasian (21.4%), or as being less than 36 years of 
age (42.8%).  
 The responses to the professional experience related demographic questions 
indicated that most of the participants indicated that their current position was one of 
three levels; entry-level (17.0%), mid-manager (28.1%), or director-level (31.0%). 
Additionally, the information indicated that most of the participants were employed full-
time in higher education for more than five years (67.1%). For a full breakdown of the 
individual demographic questions, review Table 3. 
Institutional Demographics 
 There were two demographic questions related to institution size and type. The 
majority of the participants indicated that they worked at public institutions (57.2%) or at 
an institution with an enrollment of less than 5,000 students (50.3%). A minority of the 
participants indicated that they worked at private institutions (42.8%) or at an institution 
with an enrollment of more than 5,000 students (49.7%). Of note, none of the participants 
indicated that they worked at an institution with an enrollment of between 15,000 and 
24,999 students. For a full breakdown of the institutional demographic questions, review 
Table 4. 
Table 4. Institutional Demographic Information. 
Demographic Category 
Overall Sample 
Count   
(n=173*, 162) %/M 
Type of Institution   
Private 68 42.8 
Public 91 57.2 
Institution Enrollment   
Less than 5,000 80 50.3 
5,000 to 14,999 50 31.5 
More than 25,000 29 18.2 
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Individual Items 
 The individual responses reported in Table 5 and Table 6 include all of the items 
from the JSS and the NSSAP. The items were coded as JSS or NSSAP to signify the 
instrument from which they were taken. Table 5 includes the entire JSS. Table 6 includes 
the items taken from the NSSAP. Table 5 and Table 6 include the mean, standard 
deviation, and percentage of agreement for each item. The items were reported in the 
same order as they appeared in the instrument. 
Table 5. JSS Items (strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 6). 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
JSS1. I feel I am being paid a fair 
amount for the work I do. 
77.6 3.8 1.4 1 6 
JSS2. There is really too little chance 
for promotion on my job.* 
76.9 3.9 1.4 1 6 
JSS3. My supervisor is quite 
competent in doing his/her job. 
91.8 4.9 1.3 1 6 
JSS4. I am not satisfied with the 
benefits I receive.* 
39.5 2.7 1.5 1 6 
JSS5. When I do a good job, I receive 
the recognition for it that I should 
receive. 
87.1 4.1 1.2 1 6 
JSS6. Many of our rules and 
procedures make doing a good job 
difficult.* 
56.5 3.0 1.3 1 6 
JSS7. I like the people I work with. 100.0 5.2 0.8 3 6 
JSS8. I sometimes feel my job is 
meaningless.* 
20.4 1.9 1.1 1 6 
JSS9. Communications seem good 
within this organization. 
84.4 3.9 1.2 1 6 
JSS10. Raises are too few and far 
between.* 
89.1 4.5 1.2 2 6 
JSS11. Those who do well on the job 
stand a fair chance of being promoted. 
71.4 3.4 1.2 1 6 
JSS12. My supervisor is unfair to 
me.* 
17.7 1.8 1.1 1 5 
JSS13. The benefits we receive are as 
good as most other organizations 
offer. 
89.1 4.5 1.3 1 6 
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Table 5. cont. 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
JSS14. I do not feel that the work I do 
is appreciated.* 
47.6 2.8 1.4 1 6 
JSS15. My efforts to do a good job are 
seldom blocked by red tape. 
81.6 3.7 1.3 1 6 
JSS16. I find I have to work harder at 
my job because of the incompetence 
of people I work with.* 
47.6 2.8 1.4 1 6 
JSS17. I like doing the things I do at 
work. 
99.3 5.1 0.8 1 6 
JSS18. The goals of this organization 
are not clear to me.* 
33.3 2.4 1.2 1 6 
JSS19. I feel unappreciated by the 
organization when I think about what 
they pay me.* 
70.1 3.4 1.4 1 6 
JSS20. People get ahead as fast here 
as they do in other places. 
59.9 3.0 1.2 1 5 
JSS21. My supervisor shows too little 
interest in the feelings of 
subordinates.* 
28.6 2.2 1.3 1 6 
JSS22. The benefit package we have 
is equitable. 
96.6 4.6 1.0 1 6 
JSS23. There are few rewards for 
those who work here.* 
61.2 3.1 1.2 1 6 
JSS24. I have too much to do at 
work.* 
93.0 4.1 1.4 1 6 
JSS25. I enjoy my coworkers. 98.6 5.1 0.9 1 6 
JSS26. I often feel that I do not know 
what is going on with the 
organization.* 
52.4 2.9 1.2 1 6 
JSS27. I feel a sense of pride in doing 
my job. 
99.3 5.2 0.9 1 6 
JSS28. I feel satisfied with my 
chances for salary increases. 
55.8 2.9 1.3 1 6 
JSS29. There are benefits we do not 
have which we should have.* 
62.6 3.2 1.2 1 6 
JSS30. I like my supervisor. 95.2 5.1 1.1 1 6 
JSS31. I have too much paperwork.* 71.4 3.3 1.2 1 6 
JSS32. I don't feel my efforts are 
rewarded the way they should be.* 
63.3 3.2 1.3 1 6 
JSS33. I am satisfied with my chances 
for promotion. 
61.9 3.1 1.4 1 6 
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Table 5. cont. 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
JSS34. There is too much bickering 
and fighting at work.* 
40.1 2.6 1.3 1 6 
JSS35. My job is enjoyable. 98.6 4.9 0.9 1 6 
JSS36. Work assignments are not 
fully explained.* 
49.0 2.8 1.3 1 6 
*Reverse scored items 
Table 6. NSSAP Items (strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 6). 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
NSSAP1. If given a question, I can 
choose an appropriate research 
methodology that will answer it. 
93.9 4.4 1.1 1 6 
NSSAP2. I know how to analyze data. 95.9 4.6 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP3. I can effectively apply the 
results of research studies in my 
professional practice. 
95.2 4.7 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP4. I am confident in my ability 
to conduct a research study from 
beginning to end. 
84.4 4.1 1.3 1 6 
NSSAP5. I make assessment, 
evaluation, or research a part of all 
decision-making processes. 
92.5 4.2 1.1 1 6 
NSSAP6. I feel confident in my 
ability to understand quantitative 
research articles. 
93.2 4.5 1.0 1 6 
NSSAP7. I feel confident in my 
ability to understand qualitative 
research articles. 
96.6 4.7 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP8. I feel confident in my 
ability to use quantitative 
methodologies in research or 
assessment. 
87.8 4.2 1.2 1 6 
NSSAP9. I feel confident in my 
ability to use qualitative 
methodologies in research or 
assessment. 
90.5 4.3 1.2 1 6 
NSSAP10. I feel like I have very good 
research skills. 
89.8 4.1 1.1 1 6 
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Table 6. cont. 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
NSSAP11. Remaining current with 
research pertaining to higher 
education or student affairs is 
important to me. 
97.3 4.7 1.0 2 6 
NSSAP12. I think research pertaining 
to higher education or student affairs 
is vital to my work. 
98.6 4.8 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP13. Research pertaining to 
higher education or student affairs is 
available for the specific things I am 
interested in. 
95.2 4.4 1.0 2 6 
NSSAP15. It is vital to consult 
research pertaining to higher 
education or student affairs when 
making work related decisions. 
99.3 4.6 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP16. I regularly read research 
pertaining to higher education or 
student affairs. 
80.3 3.8 1.3 1 6 
NSSAP17. I actively engage the 
literature pertaining to higher 
education or student affairs. 
85.7 3.9 1.2 1 6 
NSSAP18. When developing a 
program, I first search the literature 
for research pertaining to that type of 
program. 
87.8 4.1 1.2 1 6 
NSSAP19. I spend adequate time each 
week reading research pertaining to 
higher education or student affairs. 
65.3 3.1 1.3 1 6 
NSSAP20. When I have a question 
about the impact of my work, I 
conduct research to help answer the 
question. 
81.0 3.8 1.3 1 6 
NSSAP21. I know how to build 
community among a group of people. 
100.0 5.1 0.7 4 6 
NSSAP22. I know strategies for 
facilitating consensus processes where 
wide support is needed. 
98.0 4.8 1.0 2 6 
NSSAP23. I know how to motivate 
others toward a vision. 
98.6 4.9 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP24. When problems arise, I 
can imagine creative, unexplored 
possibilities for solutions. 
99.3 5.0 0.8 2 6 
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Table 6. cont. 
Survey Questions 
% Some 
Form of 
Agreement M SD 
Minimum 
Response 
Maximum 
Response 
NSSAP25. I am good at working with 
people to push needed change. 
98.6 4.9 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP26. I know how to handle a 
complex budget. 
87.8 4.3 1.3 1 6 
NSSAP27. I can articulate multiple 
approaches to supervising staff. 
95.9 4.7 1.1 1 6 
NSSAP28. I can identify the pros and 
cons of various staffing patterns. 
97.3 4.7 1.0 1 6 
NSSAP29. I am confident in my 
ability to recruit and select the best 
staff. 
99.3 4.8 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP30. I am confident in my 
ability to supervise staff in a way that 
brings out their best. 
98.0 4.8 0.9 2 6 
NSSAP31. I am confident in my 
ability to develop staff in order to help 
them grow and improve. 
98.6 4.8 0.8 2 6 
NSSAP32. I know how to develop a 
long-term plan that guides the work of 
others. 
98.0 4.6 0.9 2 6 
 
Research Questions 
 The data analysis within this chapter focuses on the research questions previously 
identified. The previously identified research questions were: 
1. What is the perceived competence level among student affairs professionals in the 
assessment, evaluation, and research (AER); leadership (LEAD); and organizational 
and human resources (OHR) competency areas? 
2. What is the level of job satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
3. How do the perceived competence levels and level of job satisfaction among student 
affairs professionals compare based on years of experience? 
4. Is there a linear relationship between perceived AER competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
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5. Is there a linear relationship between perceived LEAD competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
6. Is there a linear relationship between perceived OHR competence level and job 
satisfaction among student affairs professionals? 
Question 1. What is the Perceived Competence Level among Student Affairs 
Professionals in the Assessment, Evaluation, and Research (AER); Leadership 
(LEAD); and organizational and human resources (OHR) competency areas? 
 
 The perceived levels of competence in AER, LEAD, and OHR are reported in 
Table 7. In addition to the level of perceived competence being reported, the standard 
deviation for each competency is also reported. The overall level of perceived 
competence was calculated by averaging the individual responses within each construct 
together. The highest level of perceived competence was reported with the OHR 
competency area (4.9). The lowest level of perceived competence was reported with the 
AER competency area (4.3). The reported level of perceived competence with the LEAD 
competency area was 4.7. 
Table 7. Perceived Competence Levels (strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree =6). 
Constructs Larger number means… 
Overall 
M 
Overall 
SD 
AER Higher level of perceived competence in AER. 4.3 0.7 
OHR Higher level of perceived competence in OHR. 4.9 0.7 
LEAD Higher level of perceived competence in LEAD. 4.7 0.8 
 
 The scale for the competency questions was one (strongly disagree) to six 
(strongly agree). A response of four represented a participant indicating that they ‘slightly 
agree’ with an item. A response of five represented a participant indicating that they 
‘agree’ with an item. The total constructs represented the average of all of the responses 
to the corresponding items. If an individual, or a group of individuals, had a higher mean 
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in a competency area, it represented that they reported having a higher level of perceived 
competence in that specific area. The difference between the OHR competency area and 
the AER competency area was 0.6. Six tenths of a difference represents slightly more 
than half of a response on the scale. 
 The internal consistency and relationship between the constructs is reported in 
Table 8. The three competency constructs had positive relationships with one another. In 
other words, if an individual scored highly in one of the construct areas they likely scored 
highly in the other construct areas as well. The ideal construct strength, measured by 
Cronbach’s alpha, was between .75 and .95. The construct strength for each competency 
constructs was within the desired range. 
Table 8. Correlation of Competency Subscale Constructs and Measures of Internal 
Consistency 
Construct 
Number Subscale Constructs C1. C2. α 
C1. AER NSSAP1-20   .93 
C2. OHR NSSAP21-26 .44*  .89 
C3. LEAD NSSAP27-32 .36* .67* .91 
*p < .05 
 
Question 2. What is the Level of Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs 
Professionals? 
 
Table 9 highlights the reported levels of job satisfaction. In addition to the overall 
level of job satisfaction, the subconstructs for job satisfaction are also reported. The 
reporting included the mean and standard deviation for each subconstruct and the overall 
job satisfaction construct. The level of satisfaction was calculated by averaging the 
individual responses within each subconstruct together and all the items together for the 
overall construct. The highest level of reported job satisfaction was in the supervision 
(5.1) and nature of work (5.1) subconstructs. The lowest levels of reported job 
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satisfaction was in the promotion (3.6), operating (3.6), and pay (3.2) subconstructs. The 
reported level of overall job satisfaction was 4.1. 
Table 9. Job Satisfaction Levels (strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree =6). 
Constructs Larger number means… 
Overall 
M 
Overall 
SD 
Pay 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding pay. 
3.2 1.0 
Promotion 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding promotion. 
3.6 0.9 
Supervision 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding supervision. 
5.0 1.1 
Fringe 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding fringe benefits. 
4.3 0.9 
Contingent 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding contingent rewards. 
4.0 1.0 
Operating 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding operating. 
3.6 0.9 
Coworkers 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding coworkers. 
4.7 0.8 
Nature 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding nature of work. 
5.1 0.8 
Communication 
(subconstruct) 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction 
regarding communication. 
4.2 1.0 
Total 
Satisfaction 
Higher level of reported job satisfaction. 4.1 0.7 
 
 The scale for the job satisfaction questions was one (strongly disagree) to six 
(strongly agree). A response of four represented a participant indicating that they ‘slightly 
agree’ with the item. A response of five represented a participant indicating that they 
‘agree’ with the item. Each subconstruct represented the average of all of the responses to 
the corresponding items. If an individual, or a group of individuals, had a higher mean in 
a job satisfaction area, it represented that they have a higher level of reported job 
satisfaction in that specific area. The difference between the nature subconstruct and the 
pay subconstruct was 1.9. A difference of 1.9 represented a difference of almost two 
responses on the scale; a difference of nearly ‘slightly disagree’ to ‘agree’. 
98 
 
 The internal consistency and relationship between the subconstructs and the 
overall satisfaction construct is reported in Table 10. Each of the job satisfaction 
subconstructs had positive relationships with the other subconstructs. The ideal construct 
strength, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha, was between .75 and .95. The subconstruct 
strength for three of the nine subconstructs was below the desired range. The 
subconstruct strength for six of the subconstructs was within the desired range. The 
construct strength for overall job satisfaction (.93) was within the desired range. 
Table 10. Correlation of Job Satisfaction Subscale Constructs and Measures of Internal 
Consistency. 
Construct 
Number 
Subscale 
Constructs S1. S2. S3. S4. S5. S6. S7. S8. S9. α 
S1. Pay                 
JSS1, 10, 19, 28 
         .78 
S2. Promotion       
JSS2, 11, 20, 33 
.57*         .82 
S3. Supervision   
JSS3, 12, 21, 30 
.38* .65*        .92 
S4. Fringe           
JSS4, 13, 22, 29 
.35* .20* .14       .74 
S5. Contingent      
JSS5, 14, 23, 32 
.64* .67* .64* .27*      .81 
S6. Operating     
JSS6, 15, 24, 31 
.47* .33* .32* .13 .47*     .61 
S7. Coworkers    
JSS7, 16, 25, 34 
.32* .43* .54* .11 .55* .46*    .65 
S8. Nature           
JSS8, 17, 27, 35 
.31* .40* .41* .22* .47* .24* .55*   .86 
S9. Communication 
JSS9, 18, 26, 36 
.48* .54* .64* .30* .65* .41* .54* .50*  .81 
S10. Total 
Satisfaction  
All JSS Items 
.75* .77* .74* .44* .86* .60* .69* .63* .80* .93 
*p < .05 
  
The researcher did an analysis of the individual items within each subconstruct to 
determine if removing an item could improve the subconstructs measure of internal 
consistency. The researcher found that removing items in the operating and co-workers 
subconstructs did not increase the corresponding Cronbach’s alpha score. The researcher 
found that by removing an item from the fringe subconstruct, JSS29, the Cronbach’s 
alpha strength improved from .74 to .77. Removing the item would result in the 
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subconstruct score being within the desired range, however the researcher elected to keep 
the subconstruct intact. The overall job satisfaction construct was dependent upon all the 
individual items and the core research questions were addressing the relationship between 
specific competency areas and overall job satisfaction. As such, the researcher elected not 
to remove any of the JSS items or subconstructs from the analysis.  
Question 3. How do the Perceived Competence Levels and Levels of Job Satisfaction 
among Student Affairs Professionals Compare Based on Years of Experience? 
 
The individual responses were divided into two groups. The two groups were 
individuals with five years or less of full-time higher education experience and 
individuals with more than five years of full-time higher education experience. Table 3 
shows that 50 individuals indicated that they have five years of full-time experience or 
less (32.9%) and 102 individuals indicated that they have more than five years of full-
time experience (67.1%). Table 11 reports the mean for each job satisfaction 
subconstructs; the overall job satisfaction and competency constructs; and the overall 
mean and standard deviations for each construct and subconstruct. 
Table 11. Comparison between New Professionals and Experienced Professionals 
(strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree =6). 
Constructs Larger number means… 
<5 
years 
M 
>5 
years 
M 
Overall 
M 
Overall 
SD 
AER Higher level of perceived 
competence in AER. 
4.3 4.3 4.3 0.7 
OHR Higher level of perceived 
competence in OHR. 
4.9 5.0 4.9 0.7 
LEAD Higher level of perceived 
competence in LEAD. 
4.5 4.9 4.7 0.8 
Pay (subscale) Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding pay. 
3.3 3.1 3.2 1.0 
Promotion 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding promotion. 
3.6 3.6 3.6 0.9 
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Table 11. cont. 
Constructs Larger number means… 
<5 
years 
M 
>5 
years 
M 
Overall 
M 
Overall 
SD 
Supervision 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding 
supervision. 
4.9 5.0 4.9 1.1 
Fringe 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding fringe 
benefits. 
4.2 4.5 4.3 0.9 
Contingent 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding contingent 
rewards. 
4.0 4.0 4.0 1.0 
Operating 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding operating. 
3.7 3.5 3.6 0.9 
Coworkers 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding coworkers. 
4.7 4.8 4.7 0.8 
Nature 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding nature of 
work. 
5.0 5.2 5.1 0.8 
Communication 
(subscale) 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction regarding 
communication. 
4.1 4.3 4.2 1.0 
Total 
Satisfaction 
Higher level of reported job 
satisfaction. 
4.1 4.2 4.1 0.7 
 
 The largest difference between the new professional group and the experienced 
professionals group was with the LEAD competency area. The experienced professionals 
reported a perceived level of competence in leadership 0.4 higher than the reported level 
of new professionals. The only other area with a difference of more than 0.2 was fringe 
benefits. Experienced professionals reported higher satisfaction levels than new 
professionals in regards to fringe benefits by 0.3. The new professionals reported higher 
levels of job satisfaction in the pay and operating subscales, however the operating 
subconstruct has a low Cronbach’s alpha score. In fact, it is worth noting that two of the 
lowest Cronbach’s alpha scores among the subconstructs were pay and operating. Pay 
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and operating were also the same subconstructs in which the new professionals reported 
higher levels of satisfaction than the experienced professionals reported. 
Question 4. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived AER Competence 
Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 
 The stated hypothesis in Question 4 was that the relationship between the 
independent variable (AER competence level) and the dependent variable (overall job 
satisfaction) was positive. A linear regression test was calculated to predict participants 
level of job satisfaction based on their reported level of perceived AER competence. A 
significant regression equation was not found (F(1, 145) = 2.845, p > .05), with an R² of 
.019. The results of the linear regression test indicate that the relationship between AER 
competence and overall satisfaction was not statistically significant at the 95% 
confidence interval. As such, the study failed to reject the null hypothesis. There is no 
evidence of a linear relationship between perceived AER competence level and job 
satisfaction. 
Question 5. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived LEAD Competence 
Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 
 The stated hypothesis in Question 5 was that the relationship between the 
independent variable (LEAD competence level) and the dependent variable (overall job 
satisfaction) was positive. A linear regression test was calculated to predict participants 
level of job satisfaction based on their reported level of perceived LEAD competence. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(1, 145) = 5.203, p < .05), with an R² of .035. 
Participants predicted job satisfaction was equal to 3.287 + 0.173 (LEAD). The results of 
the linear regression test indicated that the relationship between LEAD competence and 
overall satisfaction was statistically significant and positive. 
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Question 6. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived OHR Competence 
Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 
 The stated hypothesis in Question 6 was that the relationship between the 
independent variable (OHR competence level) and the dependent variable (overall job 
satisfaction) was positive. A linear regression test was calculated to predict participants 
level of job satisfaction based on their reported level of perceived OHR competence. A 
significant regression equation was found (F(1, 145) = 8.220, p < .05), with an R² of .054. 
Participants predicated job satisfaction was equal to 3.251 + 0.190 (OHR). The results of 
the linear regression test indicated that the relationship between OHR competence and 
overall satisfaction was statistically significant and positive. 
Summary 
 This chapter reviewed the results of the administered survey. The study received 
an adequate level of response from potential participants and the participants in the study, 
for the most part, completed the instrument. The instrument used for perceived 
competence levels was shown to consist of strong constructs. The instrument used for job 
satisfaction was shown to be strong as an overall construct and majority of the 
subconstructs were strong as well. The study revealed limited differences in the responses 
of new and experienced professionals. The hypotheses of the researcher, increased levels 
of perceived competence would correspond with increased levels of job satisfaction, was 
shown in two of the three competency areas tested. The two tested competency areas that 
had a statistically significant relationship with overall job satisfaction are LEAD and 
OHR. The final chapter will discuss the findings of the study in detail.  
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
 The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings of the study as they relate to 
the research questions. The discussion focuses on the identified connections between the 
results and literature, how the information can help inform professional practice within 
student affairs, limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research.  
Question 1. What is the Perceived Competence Level among Student Affairs 
Professionals in the Assessment, Evaluation, and Research (AER); Leadership 
(LEAD); and organizational and human resources (OHR) competency areas? 
 
 ACPA and NASPA (2015) indicate that the OHR competency area was connected 
to the LEAD and the AER competency areas at the intermediate stage. This implied that 
as the perceived level of competence increases in one area the level of perceived 
competence in the two other areas should increase as well. As discussed previously, all 
three of the competency areas overlap in the advanced stage. The level of perceived 
competence for each competency area is reported in Table 7. The reported level of 
perceived OHR competence was 4.9, the reported level of perceived LEAD competence 
is 4.7, and the reported level of perceived AER competence was 4.3. This section 
discusses the results of the study and how the results relate to the previously discussed 
literature. 
 The level of perceived competence in AER was the lowest of the three included 
competency areas. Bresciani (2000), Carpenter (2001), Mather et al. (2010), Renn and 
Jessup-Anger (2008) and Tyrell and Fey (2011) indicated that AER was an underutilized, 
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underdeveloped, or undervalued competency area among student affairs professionals. 
Based on the literature, it is not surprising that the AER competence area has the lowest 
level of reported competence among the three competency areas studied. 
 The level of perceived competence in OHR was the highest of the three included 
competency areas. The literature identified several examples of the interconnection 
between the OHR competency area and the LEAD and AER competency areas. This is 
consistent with the design of the ACPA and NASPA competencies. Literature also 
indicated that a low level of competence as it related to supervision (Arminio & Creamer, 
2001; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Saunders et al., 2000). However, the results of this 
study indicated a high level of perceived competence. This finding, a high level of 
perceived competence, was consistent with the findings of Cuyjet et al. (2009). A 
possible reason was that the study asked individuals about their own perceived level of 
competence as opposed to asking individuals what they perceived the level of 
competence to be in general. 
 Throughout the literature review connections between the OHR and LEAD 
competency areas were identified and discussed. The reported level of perceived 
competence in LEAD was between the reported level of competence in OHR and AER 
and was closer to the level of OHR. The LEAD competence area focused on the ability of 
student affairs professionals to lead others, both with and without positional authority to 
do so. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) reported a desire for new student affairs 
professionals to possess higher levels of competence in LEAD. Sermersheim and Keim 
(2005) and Mather et al. (2010) both indicated that student affairs professionals identify 
LEAD as a need area of professional development and important to professional success. 
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 The reported levels of perceived competence in this study were based on a six-
point scale. The reported levels of competence reported by Muller et al. (2017) were 
based on a five-point scale. If the five-point scale was adjusted to become a six-point 
scale, the findings of the two studies can be further compared. Muller et al. (2017) 
reported an AER competence level of 3.9 as compared to 4.3 for this study, a OHR 
competence level of 4.2 as compared to 4.9 for this study, and a LEAD competence level 
of 4.7 as compared to 4.7 for this study. Of note, the level of LEAD competence in both 
studies was the same, 4.7. The most substantial difference between the two studies was 
the reported level of OHR competence. Muller et al. (2017) based perceived levels of 
competence on a single item. This study based the perceived competence on multiple 
items. Muller et al. (2017) indicated that they needed to develop scales for more 
accurately measuring competence. The results of this study, as reported in Table 7 and 
Table 8, illustrated the measures developed by Sriram (2014) were internally consistent 
and correlated. 
Question 2. What is the Level of Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs 
Professionals? 
 
Spector (2007) described two methods for reviewing the results of the JSS. The 
two approaches are the normative approach and the absolute approach. The normative 
approach was used to describe each subconstruct score as it compares to the overall 
satisfaction score. The absolute approach was used to describe the level of satisfaction 
reported within each competency area (Spector, 2007). The research indicated that entry-
level and new professionals within student affairs reported high levels of dissatisfaction 
(Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 2014).  
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The previous research was not consistent with the findings of this study when 
using the absolute method to analyze the results of the JSS. The JSS has not previously 
been used for measuring the level of satisfaction among student affairs professionals and 
as such a normative comparison cannot be made with a direct sample. Additionally, the 
JSS assumed that each satisfaction subconstruct equally impacted overall satisfaction. It 
was possible that a specific form of satisfaction has a disproportionate amount of 
influence on overall satisfaction. For example, the two lowest subscales are pay and 
promotion. Pay and promotion were both identified by research as areas of dissatisfaction 
and turnover among student affairs professionals (Marshall et al., 2016). If either of these 
subscales had an increased level of influence on overall satisfaction, it would not be 
represented in this sample.  
 The overall level of job satisfaction reported within the survey was 4.1. In five of 
the nine subconstruct areas within the JSS the level of satisfaction reported was higher 
than the overall average. The areas with a higher level of job satisfaction were 
supervision, fringe benefits, coworkers, nature of work, and communication. In the four 
remaining subconstruct areas the level of satisfaction reported was lower than the overall 
average. The areas with a lower level of job satisfaction were pay, promotion, contingent 
rewards, and operating. Pay and promotion were areas of dissatisfaction identified in the 
literature (Lorden, 1998; Marshall et al., 2016; Silver & Jakeman, 2014). 
 In all, six of the nine subconstruct areas and overall job satisfaction reported 
scores above a 4.0, indicating a level of satisfaction. The three remaining subconstruct 
areas were pay, promotion, and operating. The level of satisfaction for pay, promotion, 
and operating was between a 3.0 and a 4.0, indicating that the reported satisfaction in 
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these areas was ambivalent. This finding is inconsistent with the majority of the research 
reviewed. Specifically, Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008); Silver and Jakeman (2014); and 
Tull (2006) described dissatisfaction among student affairs professionals that often led to 
turnover. The findings of this study do not appear to be consistent with previous research 
on student affairs professionals regarding satisfaction levels. 
 The reported satisfaction levels were consistent with the findings of Barrett et al. 
(2002). Notably, the overall satisfaction construct and five of the nine subconstructs 
received a satisfaction score within 0.1 of the corresponding score in the other study. The 
largest difference between the two studies was found between the reported values of 
fringe benefits and coworkers, both had a difference of 0.3. In this study, the fringe 
benefits subconstruct was higher and the coworkers subconstruct was lower than the 
study done by Barrett et al. (2002). When the results of this study are compared to the 
results of Barrett et al. (2002), the rank order of the subconstructs in comparison to the 
other subconstructs is also similar. For example, the median score for supervision and 
nature of work were the highest subconstructs in both studies and pay has the lowest 
median score in both studies. The results indicated minimal differences regarding 
reported levels of job satisfaction among different groups within higher education. 
The reported satisfaction levels were consistent with the literature discussed in 
Chapter II. This was particularly evident when reviewing the level of satisfaction 
reported in the satisfaction with pay area. The literature indicated that pay was a reason 
for attrition among student affairs professionals (Lorden, 1998; Marshall et al., 2016; 
Silver & Jakeman, 2014). Understanding the level of satisfaction regarding pay in both 
normative and absolute terms was helpful for student affairs professionals. The reported 
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level of satisfaction with pay was comparatively lower than the other areas of 
satisfaction. In comparison to the other forms of satisfaction, those surveyed reported 
lower levels of satisfaction as it related to pay than other aspects of satisfaction. The 
reported level of satisfaction with pay was described by Spector (2007) as being 
ambivalent.  
Student affairs professionals, mentors, and supervisors can use the information 
regarding reported levels of job satisfaction to inform and guide discussions with other 
student affairs professionals. Silver and Jakeman (2014) discussed graduate students 
evaluating financial factors as a portion of their decision to enter the profession. 
Satisfaction can be discussed through a lens other than financial compensation. An 
increased level of attention can be given to other areas; such as supervision, coworkers, 
and nature of work. Supervision, coworkers, and nature of work are the three satisfaction 
subconstructs with the highest reported values.  
The operating subconstruct score was within the range defined by the 
ambivalence category. The nature of work subconstruct score was within the range 
defined by the satisfied category. The operating subconstruct measures the level of 
satisfaction with the policies and procedures of the organization (Spector, 2001). The 
nature of work subconstruct measures the level of satisfaction with job duties. This 
finding, a lower level of satisfaction with operating and a higher level of satisfaction with 
nature of work, appeared to be consistent with other findings. Notably, Lee and Helm 
(2013), Lorden (1998), Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008), and Silver and Jakeman (2014) 
reported that student affairs professionals felt disconnect between what they thought the 
field of student affairs represented and what they found it to be. The nature of work 
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subconstruct received a score described as satisfied. The questions related to the nature of 
work were focused on the level of satisfaction an individual found with what they do. The 
operating subconstruct questions focused on their level of satisfaction of the items that 
were required of them. The reported incongruence between what new professionals 
believe the student affairs profession will be and what they experienced within the 
profession was illustrated in the difference in the reported nature of work satisfaction 
level (5.1) and operating satisfaction level (3.6). Table 5 showed the responses for each 
specific JSS item. Table 10 identified the items included with each subconstruct. 
Question 3. How do the Perceived Competence Levels and Levels of Job Satisfaction 
among Student Affairs Professionals Compare Based on Years of Experience? 
 
Table 11 provided an overview of the reported competence and satisfaction levels 
of the survey respondents. The results indicated that most of the constructs and 
subconstructs, 11 out of 13, had a reported value of within 0.2 between new and 
experienced professionals. Two of the 13 areas, LEAD and fringe, had a difference of 
more than 0.2. This section will review these results further and identify connections 
between the results and the literature. 
The overall level of job satisfaction increased from the new professional level, 
4.1, to the experienced professional level of 4.2. This indicates that there was a minimal 
difference between new and experienced professionals in terms of job satisfaction. Two 
of the findings discussed in the literature review can explain the minimal difference 
between the levels of satisfaction for new and experience student affairs professionals. 
First, Rosser and Javinar (2003) found that as the length of time an individual worked at 
an institution their level of satisfaction decreased. Second, Lorden (1998) and Tull (2006) 
found a turnover rate of over 50% for new professionals.  
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The years of experience of the participants may have influenced the reported 
levels of job satisfaction. Barrett et al. (2002) found that the level of satisfaction 
decreased for trainers with between 5 and 16 years of experience and then increased 
among trainers with more than 16 years of experience. Of the survey participants, 67.1% 
have more than five years of work experience. The researcher is unable to determine if a 
decrease in job satisfaction occurred among the participants similar to the decrease found 
by Barrett et al. (2002) due to the design of the demographic questions. A further 
explanation of the overall satisfaction score is that new professionals with experience in 
their chosen path are more confident than those who do not have prior experience (Renn 
& Jessup-Anger, 2008). In addition to new professionals feeling more confident if they 
were working in an area in which they had prior experience, there are more new 
professionals reporting working in areas in which they had prior experience (Taub & 
McEwen, 2006). 
The findings, regarding the reported level of competence of new and experienced 
professionals were mostly consistent with the general results presented in Table 11. Two 
of the three competency areas, AER and OHR, had a difference of 0.1 or less between 
new and experienced professionals. AER had the lowest level of reported competence 
among both the new and experienced groups. The reported level of AER competence was 
4.3 for both groups. As previously discussed, the literature indicated that AER is an 
underutilized, underdeveloped, or undervalued competency area (Bresciani, 2000; 
Carpenter, 2001; Mather et al., 2010; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Tyrell & Fey, 2011). 
Mentors and supervisors should help professionals identify the value of AER for their 
position and to develop their skill set accordingly. 
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The most substantial difference between the reported values of the new and 
experienced groups was LEAD. The new professionals group reported a level of 
perceived LEAD competence of 4.5. The experienced professionals group reported a 
level of perceived LEAD competence of 4.9. A difference of 0.4 between the two groups. 
Leadership is a complex competency area and an entire field of study. The literature 
indicated that leadership is a competency area that needed to be developed over time. 
Birnbaum (1988) and Blimling (2001) argued that in order to be effective leaders in 
higher education individuals needed to be able to understand and operate within different 
perspectives. Stewart and Williams (2010) wrote that many senior student affairs officers 
reported learning the aspects of their position on the job and Renn and Jessup-Anger 
(2008) indicated that new professionals lacked skills in leadership areas. Sermersheim 
and Keim (2005) indicated that mid-level student affairs professionals desired leadership 
development. The results of the survey indicated that 32.9% of the respondents were 
included in the new professionals group and 17.0% of the respondents indicate that they 
were in an entry-level position. Thus, a substantial amount of the respondents in the new 
professionals group were not in entry-level positions. The results of the study appeared to 
be consistent with what one can expect in reviewing the literature.  
Question 4. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived AER Competence 
Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 
 The discussion related to Question 4 is limited because the results of the study did 
not support a statistically significant relationship between perceived AER competence 
levels and the level of job satisfaction among student affairs professionals. Additionally, 
the review of Question 1 and Question 3 discussed the general findings as it related to the 
AER competency area. Finally, it was consistent with the reviewed literature that of the 
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three competency areas selected that the correlation between perceived AER competence 
and overall job satisfaction was the weakest.  
As discussed in the previous sections of this chapter, AER was widely reported as 
a competency area that was not fully utilized and at times ignored by the field (Bresciani, 
2000; Carpenter, 2001; Mather et al., 2010; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Tyrell & Fey, 
2011). Wiggins and Moody (1983) found that satisfaction was tied to performance. The 
literature indicated that the AER competency area was not central to the performance of 
many student affairs professionals. AER was the least utilized competency area by new 
professionals (Mather et al., 2010). The other two competency areas tested, LEAD and 
OHR, both had a statistically significant relationship. The finding that AER did not have 
a statistically significant relationship indicates that the competency areas have different 
strengths of relationships with overall job satisfaction. 
Question 5. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived LEAD Competence 
Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 
 The study found a statistically significant positive linear relationship between 
perceived LEAD competence and job satisfaction. The literature review identified several 
overlaps between the LEAD and OHR competency areas. ACPA and NASPA (2015) 
indicated that the two competency areas are interconnected, Figure 1 illustrated the 
connection between the two competency areas. In reviewing the literature, several 
scholars discussed the attitudes and perceptions of student affairs professionals as it 
related to the OHR competency area (Arminio & Creamer, 2001; Burkard et al., 2005; 
Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). Examples of this are fiscal management and supervision. 
The LEAD competency area illustrated the need of an individual to influence others. 
Birnbaum (1988) and Blimling (2001) discuss the need for leaders within higher 
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education to be flexible and adaptive. Birnbaum (1988) and Blimling (2001) also discuss 
frameworks that professionals use to view organizations and how leaders need to 
understand different frameworks. The emphasis on LEAD within student affairs is 
increasing (Herdlein et al., 2013). This information indicates support for the relationship 
between perceived LEAD competence and satisfaction. 
Other portions of the literature supported a statistically significant relationship 
between perceived LEAD competence and satisfaction, Rosser and Javinar (2003) found 
that relationships have a positive impact on the level of satisfaction among mid-level 
student affairs professionals. The LEAD competency area was defined in part as the 
ability to influence others. Renn and Hodges (2007) found new professionals defined 
their professional experience through relationships. Seeking professional development 
and assisting in the professional development of others was a portion of the LEAD 
competency area. One form of professional development discussed in the literature 
review was mentorship. Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) found a lack of awareness among 
new student affairs professionals regarding the difference in the role of a supervisor and 
the role of a mentor. 
The study found a statistically significant relationship between perceived LEAD 
competence and satisfaction; however, the strength of the relationship was not 
substantial. Approximately 3.5% of the variance in reported satisfaction scores is 
attributed to the reported level of perceived LEAD competence. The finding of 3.5% of 
variance attributed to perceived LEAD competence may be related to the number of 
competency areas. This study evaluated three of the ten competency areas identified by 
ACPA and NASPA. 
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 Question 6. Is there a Linear Relationship between Perceived OHR 
Competence Level and Job Satisfaction among Student Affairs Professionals? 
 The strongest correlation between a competency area and job satisfaction was in 
the OHR competency area. The percentage of the variance in satisfaction levels 
accounted for by the reported level of perceived OHR competence was 5.0%. Accounting 
for 5.0% of the variance is a relatively low amount. However, the overall perceived 
competence may account for a higher percentage of the variance in satisfaction levels 
among student affairs professionals. The literature review identified multiple connections 
between the OHR competency area and the LEAD and AER competency areas. ACPA 
and NASPA (2015) indicated that the connection between OHR and the other 
competency areas initiated during the intermediate stage. This information was consistent 
with the finding that of the three competency areas studied, OHR was found to have the 
strongest linear relationship with satisfaction. The review of literature indicated that 
aspects of OHR were not a focal point of student affairs graduate programs. Professional 
development efforts, mentors, and supervisors can use this knowledge to aid in the 
development of OHR competence among new and mid-level professionals. 
A major component of the OHR competency area was supervision. Supervision 
was identified within the research as having a significant impact on the success of student 
affairs professionals (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Silver & Jakeman, 2014; Tull, 2006). 
Tull (2006) specifically found a positive relationship between individuals engaged in 
synergistic supervision and job satisfaction. The findings of this study were consistent 
with the relationship described by these researchers. 
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Spector (1985) developed the JSS in part because of the relationship between 
satisfaction and success in human services positions. Cooper et al. (2016), Gansemer-
Topf and Ryder (2017), and Mather et al. (2009) each identified OHR as an area of need 
for the development of student affairs professionals. According to Spector (1985) 
satisfaction was tied to success. According to ACPA and NASPA (2015) the 
competencies identified the core concepts needed to be successful within the student 
affairs profession. The results of this study were consistent with what the literature 
suggested. OHR was identified as an area of needed development. If an individual felt 
competent in OHR they are likely to feel satisfied as well. 
The study found a statistically significant relationship between perceived OHR 
competence and satisfaction; however, the strength of the relationship was not 
substantial. Again, approximately 5.0% of the variance in reported satisfaction scores was 
attributed to the reported level of perceived OHR competence. The finding of 5.0% of 
variance attributed to perceived OHR competence may be related to the number of 
competency areas. This study evaluated three competency areas and two of the areas have 
statistically significant relationship with the level of satisfaction. If other competency 
areas have a similar strength of relationship with overall satisfaction, it is possible that 
overall perceived competence has a statistically and practically significant relationship 
with overall job satisfaction. The discussion in the previous questions identified potential 
future research that can further explore the relationship between perceived competence 
and satisfaction. 
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Limitations 
The anticipated limitations identified in Chapter I include generalizability of the 
results and measuring perceived competence. The concerns regarding generalizability of 
the findings focused on the decision of the researcher to study professionals within a 
specific region. The decision to focus on a geographical region, instead of a national 
organizations membership, allowed for student affairs professionals who are not affiliated 
with a national organization, 21.7% of the respondents, to participate in the study. 
However, it did not allow for variance based on geographic location to be included in the 
sample. 
Most of the respondents to the survey identified as White / Caucasian, 78.5%. It 
was possible that there are differences based on race and ethnicity or other personal 
demographic information. If so, the differences were not captured within the study due to 
the composition of the sample. It was possible that differences existed based on other 
demographic categories as well. If differences do exist, they were not captured due to the 
design of the study. 
The design of the study intended to capture perceived competence. As indicated 
by Cuyjet et al. (2009), perceived competence may be higher than actual competence. To 
use an established instrument and to maintain the feasibility of the study, the researcher 
selected an instrument that measured perceived competence. The results of this study 
may differ if actual competence was measured instead of perceived competence. Future 
research could explore developing a competency measurement tool that attempts to 
determine actual competence. 
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Future Research 
 This study primarily focused on the relationship between perceived competence 
levels of student affairs professionals and their level of job satisfaction. The findings of 
the study suggest that there is an association between the two topics. Future research 
could look to evaluate the relationship between perceived competence, or demonstrated 
competence, and satisfaction in the competency areas not selected for this study. The 
relationship between perceived competence and satisfaction varied across the three 
competency areas selected. It is possible that future research could identify that a 
competency area or a subset of competencies have a stronger level of correlation to 
satisfaction levels. Future research could combine competencies together, similar to how 
Spector (1985) utilized the job satisfaction subconstructs, to determine an overall 
competency construct. Future research could utilize a similar research design to this study 
and include additional demographic related questions as a portion of the analysis. For 
example, the specific field within student affairs could be reviewed to determine if 
differences exist based on position type. 
 Future research could explore if there are differences based on demographic 
identification. Muller et al. (2017) found a difference in the reported competence levels 
of men and women. This study did not examine differences based on gender 
identification. Marshall (2009) discussed decisions that women in student affairs face 
regarding their professional careers and personal lives. Marshall (2009) indicated that 
women who found balance between their professional and personal lives were 
professionally satisfied. Future research could focus on if the relationship between 
perceived competence and satisfaction differs based on gender. 
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Barrett et al. (2002) found a dip in the level of job satisfaction after a trainer had 
more than five years of experience and less than 16 years of experience. This study 
examined the level of satisfaction of student affairs professionals with fewer than five 
years of experience and with more than five years of experience. Future research can 
delineate the levels of experience further to see if the findings are consistent with the 
findings of Barrett et al. (2002). 
 Finally, ACPA and NASPA identified a shared set of professional competencies 
in 2010 and updated the competencies in 2015. As a portion of the update the concept of 
the competency areas being interdependent was introduced, specifically as an individual 
advanced in their level of competence. The job satisfaction survey utilized multiple 
subconstructs that were unique from, but ultimately dependent upon, one another to 
create an overall satisfaction score. Future research could explore if a similar approach 
could be used to assess levels of competence. In other words, future research could view 
specific competencies as subconstructs and view overall competence as the main 
construct. This is consistent with the concept of interdependent competence areas, 
particularly once progressed to the advanced stage. This line of research could also 
explore if the competency areas are unique competency areas or subconstructs of 
unidentified competency areas. 
Conclusion 
The purpose of the study was to test the relationship between perceived 
competency levels of student affairs professionals and their level of job satisfaction. This 
was completed through measuring the level of perceived competence of participating 
student affairs professionals by utilizing a modified version of the NSSAP that focused 
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specifically on AER, LEAD, and OHR competency areas. The level of job satisfaction 
was determined through measuring the level of job satisfaction of participating student 
affairs professionals by utilizing the JSS. The results of the study indicate that increased 
perceived LEAD and OHR competence was correlated to increased levels of job 
satisfaction. 
Implications for Professional Practice 
A theme throughout the literature review was disconnect. An outcome of this 
study was the identification of some of the areas of disconnect, or gaps within the 
literature, that exist. Disconnect was discussed as the difference in the views of faculty 
and practitioners, as the difference in the views of student affairs professionals and their 
supervisors, and as the difference in the expected and realized level of competence of 
student affairs professionals. The theme of disconnect was prevalent in the literature, 
especially as it related to new and entry-level professionals. Topics that are consistent 
with the theme of disconnect included requirements for entry into the field (Kretovics, 
2002), the importance of institutional fit for new professionals (Renn & Jessup-Anger, 
2008), the impact of organizational culture (Arminio & Creamer, 2001), and the values of 
the field (Lee & Helm, 2013) among others. As the theme of disconnect was particularly 
evident within the literature regarding new and entry-level professionals much of this 
section is dedicated to discussing implications for practice as it relates to new and entry-
level professionals.  
 Graduate programs are the first area that will be discussed as it related to 
implications for practice. ACE (1937) established that the purpose of student affairs was 
to address the concerns of the institution and students that are not within the scope of 
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faculty. The literature suggested that an emphasis be placed on the development of AER, 
LEAD, and OHR competence (Herdlein et al., 2013). The literature also indicated that 
the competency areas developed in preparatory programs differed from those desired of 
entry-level professionals (Dickerson et al., 2011). An outcome of this study is a 
recommendation for a continual review of curriculum taught within student affairs 
preparatory programs. Specifically, a review that addresses what are the expectations of 
faculty within the program and student affairs professionals who employ the graduates. In 
addition to a review of the curriculum, it is recommended that the in the classroom and 
out of the classroom portions of the overall experience are reviewed as Liddell et al. 
(2014) found experiential opportunities to aid in the development of student affairs 
professionals. 
 Ongoing professional development of student affairs professionals is essential for 
the ongoing success of the profession. The competency areas developed by ACPA and 
NASPA are an opportunity to provide a set of standards that apply throughout the field. 
The literature review indicated that new professionals were invested in their professional 
development (Shetty et al., 2016). Cooper et al. (2016) recommended interactive 
professional development opportunities be developed and offered in the areas of 
leadership and organizational and human resources. The findings of this study supported 
this recommendation.  
The findings of Cooper et al. (2016), Herdlein et al. (2010), and Mather et al. 
(2010) indicated that the leadership and organizational and human resources competency 
areas were addressed less frequently in the curriculum of student affairs preparatory 
programs than other competency areas. The findings of this study indicated that both 
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competency areas had a positive linear relationship with job satisfaction. The literature 
review identified both competency areas as prevalent within student affairs literature and 
as experiencing an increased emphasis within the field. An implication of the results of 
the study is an increased emphasis should be placed on the development of both 
competency areas at the beginning stages of an individual’s career. 
 The desire for professional development and mentorship was discussed in the 
literature review and within this chapter. Mentoring was found to have a positive impact 
at a variety of stages within an individual’s student affairs career; starting with guiding 
people to the profession (Silver & Jakeman, 2014). New professionals indicated that they 
preferred to receive professional development from a mentor or from national workshops 
(Henning et al., 2011). Lee and Helm (2013) reported that new professionals struggled 
with the level of importance placed on fiscal matters and felt that an increased emphasis 
should be placed on student development. Another implication for practice is offering 
ongoing supervision development training to student affairs professionals and discussing 
the direction and priorities of student affairs with new professionals. 
 In short, the implications for professional practice based on this study are the 
following recommendations. First, an increased emphasis should be placed on the 
development of the LEAD and OHR competency areas among student affairs 
professionals. Second, the emphasis placed on AER should be reviewed and determined 
if it is indeed an area of emphasis within the profession. If it is an area of emphasis, 
student affairs professionals should put an increased emphasis on the development of the 
competency area. Finally, efforts should be made to improve the level of awareness that 
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individuals entering the profession have regarding the values and priorities of the 
profession. 
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